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ABSTRACT

This study forecasts the probable percentage scores and

letter grades that will be received by vaitious,types of academic

libraries if the Qollection and Staff Formulas of the 1975 ACRL(

0
Standards tork\Col.lege Libraries are used. The'projected scores

and grades are established through the use of information received

from a nationwide random sample of libraries that come within the

scope of the new Standards. These Collection and Staff figures

are accompanied by specific confidence and tolerance levels. An

evaluation of the ptoducts of these Formulas tends to substantiate

the study hypothesis which states that the new St dards are apt

to move libraries toward a common level of mediocrity. Modifications

needed to make the current ForMulas effective and suggestions for

further Standards' research are presented in the form of, conclusions

and recommendations. Based on survey data and primary and secondary.

sources; 16 tables, bibliography, appendix.
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Chapter 1

,INTRODUCTION

This paper presents a study and evaluation of, the design and

effectiveness of the two Formulas which comprise the primary portion

of the Association of College and Research Libraries' (ACRL) new 1975

Standards for Collelle Libraries.
1

The modifications needed.to make

_,. -). , .

these-formulas workable are presented in the final chapter and are

base'd upon the stud50.s findings and conclusions. The research was

undertaken because of the author's concern about the possible inade-
,

quacy of the portions of the tandards that assess collections, and'

,

staffing. It is quite probable that Wit the implementation of

the reco endations of this study the new Standards will not wesure11.111

library quality appropriately.
,or

In 1959 an ACRL Standards': Committee developed' what were

described by the Committee Chairman as "'flexible standards based on

firm prinCiples." While the inexplicit language of the 1959'Standards

has been somewhat tightened in the'1975 document, the purpose of the

Standards remains one of providing "a means for' assessing the adequacy

of college libraries." The 1959 Standards contained general guidelines

about the recommended size of a basic collection, the number of books

per student, and minimum professional staffing. By employing what are

described as "Formulas" the 1975 Standards have incorporated a new

, -

means to produce this evaluatioh of adequacy. Formulas are provided

for evaluating Collections, Staffs, and Buildings. The two Formulas

1
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that are of concern inNthis'study (Collection's and Staff) are summarized
below and are presented in- their- entirety in Appendix A.-

These Formulas need to determine and reflect library',,strengths

and weaknessesif they are to assess library adequacy. -This study

hypothesizes that the two Formulas as constructed will not produce a
--

useful measure of adequacy and, indeed, may hinder collection and

staff building activities of certain libtaries.. An examination of

the staff and collection of Ezra Lehman Memorial Library at Shippensburg

(Pennsylvania) State College in light of thesStandarcts reveals some
ry

posts but probably unthought of consequences of the Standards. as4

written. Using the Standards this -"tibrary scores a grade of A on

collections but only a grade of C on staffing.
Intuitively, one senses

that this Library has a good collection but that it needs-more librarians.

This correlation between intuition and grades seems to legitimate the

construction of the new measurement device. The jmic'purpose of the

Standards is to set minimums comparable standards of adequacy which

are'to guide academic libraries until about 1990. Such an important

document cannot be judged on intuition and first impression. It needs

to be considered more objectively and completely. Using the counting

and weightink rules in the Standards' Staff and Collection Formulas, the

Ilowing preposterous scenarios for Shippensburg State or for any,

library become quite plausible.

1) 83* counting one peel of microfilm as equal to one volume

and five pieces of other microforms as equal to on5 volume '(See Forigula

A), a library which bought the Readex microprint'set of United States

DepositoryDocumentsfortheyearslOsstomscouldadd-about 75,00Q .

"volumes" to its collection count. This, plus the ultramicrofi dhe

Ii



FORMULA A '

.The formula -for Calculating the number of relevant print volumes or microfo volume-

equivalents) to which t e library should be able to provide prompt access is u f !lows:
I

.,

''' . 1. Basic C011ection
,.

- a 85, yob.

2. AlloWance per FTE Faculty Member 1 vols.

t3. Allowance per FTE Student 1 vols.

4. Allowance per Undergraduate Major or Minor Field" . . . . vols.

S. Allowance per Mas ers Field, When No Higher Degree Is Offered in the
Field" . . '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.000 vols.

.' 6. Allowance per Mast rs Field, When a Higher Degree IS Offered in the,
Field* ,----.- 3,000 s.

t--...
7. Allowance per 6th-year Specialist De ee Field . . , . .. ' 6,000 ols.

8. Allowance per Doctoral Field . ..... .. . . . ,000,r1s.

...--->.4 "volume" is defined' as a physical u it of a y p ted, typewritten,- handwritten, mim4.
phed..or pmcesked`work contained It on binding or portfolio, hardbound or $aper-

und, which has b2en cataloged, elas.ified, a d/or otherwise prepared for use. For-Tyr-
of this\calcvlation microform holdings should be included by converting them to

volume-equivalents. The number of volume-eqRivalents held in microform should be de-
tenni, either by actual count or by an averaging f rmula which considers each reel

\N of rat ., , as\ne, and five pieces of any other'Anicro rmat as one volume-equivalent.

N Libraries ich can pQamide promptly 100 percent as tn4n volumes or volume-equivalents

as are call . r in this ula, shall, in the ma r-4f .,qu tity, be graded A. From 80-99,---,

percent shall aded B; fron63.79 percent 11 be aded C; and from 50-64 percent \
shall be gradedp. y 1

a

See Appendix I, "List relds" Ito be published).

.7

i

N\ %

Formula A on Collections also suggests a gross additions rate
of15% per year and permits a library to,count volumes in
neighboring libraries (defined as those within fifteen minutes)
with which they have a formal cooperative arrangement.

FORMULA B.
The number of librarians required by the college shall be computed as follows:

For each 500, or fraction thereof, FTE students up to 10,000 . . 1 (librarian

For each 1,000, or fraction thereof, FTE students above 10,000 . . . I librarian
For each 100,000 volumes, or fraction thereof, in the collection . . 1 librarian
For each 5,000-volumes, or fraction thereof, added per year . , . 1 librarian

Libraries which provide
supported by sufficient
staff size; those that pr
BAhose with 55-74
of requirements wa

percent of these formula requirements can, when they are
er staff members, consider themselves at the 4 level in terms of

vide 9 percent of these requirements may rate themselves as
requirements quiilify far a C; and those with 40-54 percent

a D.

)

Formula B on Staffing defines a "librarian" as a person possessing
a Masters' degree from an ALA accredited school. It suggests that

librarians should make up 25 to 35% of the fulltimeequivalent
staff and permits student assistants to 1?e counted in FTE to
determine the size of the total staff.

3
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Library of American Civilization of about 20,000 volumes, could exceed;

Formula A's "Basic.Collection" of 85,000 volumes. Such counting could

i/ have at least two possible effects:

a. It could artificially Permit asubstandard collection

to satisfy at least the letter of the Standards.,

'b. It could act as a deterrent for future funding for
.

libraries with collections that, under these counting rules, surpass

'the-Standards..

: .

2) By connecting the Staff and Collection Standards (See

Formula B, one librarian for each 5,000 volumes added per year) a

fundez, who has under his oi her control a library which surpaSses the

Collection Standard, could have that library meet the Staff Standard

N35t decreasing the materials budget, thus decreasing the 410d for several

librarians as counted by Formula B. In 'addition, as part time assistants

(usually studenta) are to be counted Ag,part la the full-time-equivalent

library staff, the non-professional staff guideline 'of between two and

three staff for each librarian could be met exclusively by student

ImPlcament..

The folloWing questions about the operations of the,Standards

come to mind:

1) What is the effect of large microform holdings on the

collection scores,, -of various libraries?

2) As the holdings of neighbor libraries may be included in

a library's total volume count under certain conditions, what effect

will this have on the scors and grades for collections?
4

3) Since hon-print mateirials are not evaluated by the Standards,

what will be the effect of an application of the Standards to a library
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that has used-much of its collection budget to purchase materials in

forms other than print and has employed any professionals who have

Masters level media training rather an a background in library scince?

4) Because staff 'shoule, adaed only to process "volumes,"'

who will process no nt materials?

ause of the interconnections of collections and staff

and the lac of an explicit standard about the need to update the

collection,2 how many libraries
/

be placed in the position oftn-

creasing their staff scores by,decreasinvthelr book budget?

6) For a library that has relied on student employment for

much of its support staff, what will be the effect on library programs

and efficiency of, a cut in .student employment funds?

.7) What will be the effect of an enrollment decrease on thle

collection and staff scores?

It seems that se questions might only be the tip of the

problem which is better phrased as follows: Do the Standards provide

for the type of ,report that is most needed at this time? Should the

library profession ask for a redrafting based,on, perhaps, outputs

I

measured in user terms rather than on possibly unconnected or incorrectly

linked inputs? The problem has developed, a'course, because no one

s enough about the present conditions of the collections and staffing .

of college libraries.

In order to organize an examination of these types of questions,

this study began with the following three primary objectives:

1). To determine and report current quantitative information

about the collections and staffs of theAnstitutions which will come

Under these new gtandards.

4



2) To apply the Foimulas on Collection and Staff bar using

current quantitative'information. To presentand examine the percent

scores and the letter grades produced by the two Formulas.

3) To determine the effects of sub-elements within the two

Formulas `so as to better understand the operation and impact of the

Formulas.

In the final chapter conclusions about the Collections and

Staffing portions of the Standards Will be drawn from the Findings

Itbased on t study's objectives.. From these conclusions will come a

set of rrommendations and needed improvements for sections of thee
't

Standards' Formulas. These modifications are necessary if the Stan-

dards are to accomplish their gbal of "assessing the adequacy of

college libraries" based on "the specific objectives and programs of

the ins$itution that (the library) serves."

6
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Throughout this paper the reference will be to the ACRL Ad
Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards, "Draft: Standards for
College Libraries; 1975 Revision," CRL News December 1974, pages 284-

305. ThieDraft, with minor stylistic revisions, was approved by the
ACRL Board of Directors on July 3, 1975. The "1959 Standards" were

rescinded. A copy of the Standards is enclosed as Appendix A.

2
The commentary on Standard 2 does note an annual gross growth

rate before. withdrawals of five percent is usually necessary. This ,

statement, however, is not in the Standards portion of.the document.
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X Chapter 2

STANDARDSOA BRIEF HISTORY

INTRODUCTION

\

The basic assumption's that underlie..the 1975 College Library

Standards are'as follows:

1): 'Standards are necessary and feasible.

2) Good, quality is not possible without certain minimum

quantities of collections, staff, and physical. facilities.

3) A single set of Standards cannot be made to fit the entire

range of higher education.

4) Even within a 'homogeneous group of Institutions, quantita-

tive variation of Standards is needed to acknowledge different sizes,

teaching philosophies, and goals if the individual libraries are

compared to a singlegrading system:

5) Standards Should be written so as,tO rOdIn'eifective for

"orp

at least fifteen years.

An understandingsof theqmpact of the 'quantitative pdrtions of
-;;

thettandardi that are. concerned With Collections and Staffing requires

an examination of these Standards within an historical context. A

cursory reading of library literature,soon reveals the cyclical-nature

of the discipline. P6posals.of 1940, fop example, reappeir as new

ideas a quarter of a.century later.. One of the most striking examples

of this phenomena is illustrated By the similarities between a library
'

evaluation plan advanced by Louis Shores in 1941110nd the Clapp - Sordan

8
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reactions,Ao the 1959 Standards which were presented in 1965.
2

Both

Shores and Clapp-Jordan advocated similar quantification approaches to

. evaluation that took into account the interrelated eactora of user

needs and literature requirements; The following section explores,

in some detail, this reoccurring history which is the antecedent of

the 1975 College Library gtandidds.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS

The history of Standards is marked by periodic shifts between

quantitative and qualitative philosophies. Complicatint this picture

is the fact that these Standards have been promulgated by three inde4

pendent groups: The American Library Association, the regional accredit-
,

ing agencies, and the Carnegie Commission.'. Each adopted or proposed

set of Standards for College Libraries iseither a reaction against

its predecessor, a compromise position between the previous Stan

and a later disavowal of its logic, an outcome of economic necessity,
.1.

or a combination of some of.these points.

This look at the historical contexts of the Stalidards.docdments-

,

will permit the reader to better understand this repetitive

while comprehending the reasoning behind the wide acceptance of the
t

assumptions that underly the 1975 Draft. as listed above. The documents

which make up the major portion of this history are the following: \ ,

American Library Association. Committee on Classification of
Library Personnel. Budgets, Classification and Compensation
Pians for University and College Libraries. Chicago: 4LA,

*:1929 cited.as Budgets.

The Carnegie Corporation. Advisory Group on College Libraries,
'College Library Standards. New York: The Commission, 1932 cited . '

as Callnegie Standards.

18



10.

American Library Association. Salaries, Staff and Tenure Board.,
Subcommittee on Budgets, Compensation and Schemes of Serilices
for Libraries Connected with Universities, Colleges, and Teacher
Training Institutions. .Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries
in Institutions of Higher Education. Volume 2: Degree-Confering
Four Year Institutions. Chicago: ALA, 1943 cited as Clas-sifica-
tion and Pay Plans.

Association of College and Research LibrarieS. Commit4e on
Standards.. "Standards for College Libraries," College and
Research Libraries, 20:274-280, July, 1959, cited as 19.9

-Standards.

ACRL Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards. ." raft:
Standards for College Libraries; 1975 Revision," CRL N ws
35:284-305, December, 1974 cited as.1975 Standards.

1929: A quantitative approach

In 1929, after two years of study

tion accepted the iftport of the Committee

Personnel. This paper, known as Budgets,

qualified professional library personnel.

, the American Library socia-

on Classification of Library

dealt with the proper u es of

Using the constant base of

of ig2eitutions as defined bydollhrs, the plan described eight classes

total available budget. For each class, guideline dollar figures for .

all types of library expenditures were provided. As Helen Brown wrote

10later: "there was no squeamishness here regarding the use of quantitative

standards."3 Throughout-th& entire history of library Standards it seems

that base figures for quantification have been developed through an

ex4mination and imitation of what was current practice at the time.

1932: The accreditation agencies, the Carnegie Commission, and a measure
of quality

While thethe American Library Association was struggling with

Standards for academic libraries, a parallel development was underway.

In 1932, after three years of investigation based on current statistics,

a recommended Vq.'St of books (The "Shaw List"),4 and after personal visits

\

by ComMittevlembers to various libraries, the Advisory Group on College
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libraries of the Carnegie Corporation issued general qualitatiVe Stan-

dards.t. These Standards consisted of twenty-one points which stressed

"quality of both books an staff and...service of the college library

to college teaching and to individual reading by students." Quality

was based on the Shaw List and on the integration of the 1.kb= into

the overall educational program of the college. No quantitative measures

were attempted.

Regional accrediting agen4es quickly followed with Standards

based on the Carnegietommission document and philosophy; Prior to

the 1930's Standards for accreditation had required Okya professionally

administored,iibrarytof at least 8,000 volumet and an annual expenditure

of $5 per student.%fter 1934, the measure of an academic library had

shifted to a qualitative approach..

In 1941 Louis Shores, while summing up the basic arguments

about..-types,of Standards then present, highlighted four basic areas

of disagreement in the philosophy of measurement of libraries.

Quantitative V. qualitative standards.

Too high (what, should be) v. too 14;4, proiram).

Too detailed v. too general.

d* %

Library profession as a scien6V v.. the profession as an art.4

4

1943: The ALA and a return to minimum ;quantities

In 1943, the revised Classification and Pay Plans for various

types of academic institutions changed the approhch to totaling demands

on the academic library. instead.41'considering the total enrollment

as the 1929 Standards had, the new Plans recognized different types pf

\
,

users (undergraduates, honor studInts, graduate students,, etc.) as having

different library. needs. From this information and from other factors,

-".!-- -

,
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a "weighted service load" expressed in t, service units" was developed

for each library. Included were number, salary, and qualifications of

the staff; size of the book collection; annual book budget; and hours

of use. Throughout the work the ComMittee continually emphasized that

these guidelines represented minimum figures, not an optimum size.

This service load approach classed institutions by the service units

that they r quired. With this basic information, formUlas were de-
.

veloped to determine staff complement, individual' salary, book collection

size, and geMeral budget requirements. For college libraries; the

minimum book olleCtion was to be fifty books for the first 800 service

units with de reasingmnit'requirementa based on a sliding scale of

user needs. no case, however, was the collectio4 to fall below

40,000 volumes These figures, like the salary classifications, wer

based on a stu' of current conditions in thirty-nine cooperating ,

libraries. In application however, some librarians found that these

Plans did not a low for all types of instances. Furthermore, the

Standards were t ouiht to beimuch too *0 to ever be attained.

6

. Rivalry between uantity and quality; a prelude to 1959

The contr versy around construction of Standards emanated

,essentially from e question% '10 to measure what?" This problem

was (and is) furt er confused by the lack of uniform statistical re-

porting definitions and mechanisms (for example:, What is a "volume?")

and by a lack of agreement about what method of reporting will give

the most accurate reflection of the institution's capabilities.

(Should onecount volumei,or'titles, di intellectual units ?).

The "quality camp" continued to deride_the-concept that size

can in some way be equated to library output. Considei. these.comments:
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Scholars were no longer content to be told that one library was

larger than another; they also wanted to know something about '

its collections and service programs. (1951)5

While a library containing several million volumes, unques-

tioned merit, its mere size is not positive proof of competence.

(1964)6

Therels, however, no known evidence to .demonstrate Itat size

is correlated to quality or service in anyway. (1966)

The temptation to quantify, should be-avoided, as should formulas

for size of new libraries or the number of volumes per curricula.

In the long run tDia kind of standard Will not produce good

libraries. (1966)°

This "temptation to quantify," however, could not,be avoided.

Accrediting agencies, especially during' the 1940's, moved from the

quality to the quantity approach. , Now they again looked and counted.

Norman Burns, writing in the 1949 volume of'College and Research Libraries,

wondered if it were not of primary importance that the library had the

material to support the curriculum and that this material would be

used.9 In a reference to accrediting agencies, he suggested that accredi-
,

tation needed to begin with the objectives of an institution and then

evaluate all of ittaspfirts within these goals... This was little different.

from B. P. McCrum's work of the early 1930!s which' implied that the

highest standard for a college library was a qualitative measure of its

impact upon the college's educational program.
10

1

1959: A combination of minimum quantity and quality
;?k

At theALA Conftrence in Kansas City in 1957, the ACRL Committee

on Standards was assigned the task of replacing the old Classifidation

ani4kPay Plans. The. 1959 College Library Standards, the first such

comprehensive evaluation document for academic libraries ever issued

-by ALA, was the outcome of this work. These,Standards were designed to

be. understandable by anyone while being brief enough'tibe used by,busy

2'2

4



14

administrators. They were to "present flexible standards based on f(taa

principles." This guidance was designed to reduce inequities which had

resulted from either geographical differences or from college mission

variations. One standard was to be laid down for all academic libraries

regardless of program. Quantitative' data were included only to reach a

minimum rather than an optimum size and then only in what 1959 Standards

Committee Chairman HirsCh described as the "essential areas" of pro!

fessional staff, book 'collection size, and seating capacity. The

emphasized !'.the inescapable relationship between enrollment

and size of collettions.
11

/ .

The accrediting agencies seemed to accept the 1959 Standards

because theypresented clear and succinct Value statements. The

agencies, indeed again, had changed the focus of their emphasis and

were now interested in meeting self-set goals within a qualitative

- framework. Thus the 1959 Standards had presumably moved to the qualitya

approach but in doing so they took along such quantitaltve residues as

a,defined minimum size (50,000 well selected volumes Tor the first 600

students), au ,optimum collection size of approximately,Apo,o6o volumes,

and the number of volumes needed based on a per student basis.

The question well raised recently by Daniel Gore is appropriate.

Just what are the research findings or rationale that support the choice

of minimum figures?
12

In 19S9 it was fairly easy to visualize the need

for three professional librarians (a chief librarian and heads of public

services and technical processes). It is most interesting to note that' '

the.basiccollection of a college in 1958 was established as 40,000

volumes the same figure advanced as appropriate in 1943. In 1959, one

year later, this minimum had mysteriously grown. to 50,000 volumes.
13
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1965: Questioning the quantification "formulas"

The 1959 Standards were conceived of as a statement of needs

during a yeriod of unprecedented growth. By 1965 the climate of

opinion had shifted and questions were being raised about the adequacy

of the formulas used to determine the quantitative aspects of the

Standards. Verner Clapp ard Robert Jordan developednew formulas for

estimating the collection' sizes required for minimum.adequacy of college

libraries. Feeling that if quantitative stanftrds were not provided

then budget and. appropriating authorities. would be forced ,to invent

_them, the authors saw the quantitative side of the 1959 Standards as

necessary, but as inadequatelpsonceived. The deVelopmeneof a formula

to measure minimum collection size,required-an analysis of the "combined

?effect of the variables constituting the controlling factors in each

case. Among the most important of these twereps

student body size and composition.

faculty size.

the curriculum and levels of instruction.

the methods of instruction.

proximity to large librarief."14

While not perfect, the Clapp- Jordan. formulas attempted to

identify core literature requirements add to relate them to user needs.

1968: Questioning quantification as a measurement device

In 1968 an ad hoc committee of ACRL began a revision of the

o

1959 Standards, but in June 1971 the new "Guidelines for College
01

4

Libraries" were-rejected by the ACRL, membership largely because of the

absence of quantitative standards. Helen Brown (a member of the 1959:

Standards Committee) wrote that the "disavowal of any quantitative data
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'base mast lead a non-librarian to the conclusion that none in fact

-exists." Brown described the 1929 Budgets docdment ofthe ALA as born

of economic necessity. The centrality of the library in the educational

process is now well established, she noted, and the new economic crisis

"creates an emergency situation for Colleges and their libraries in

which authoritative minimal standards of library practice and suppOrt

are again indispensable.

1975: A revision of earlier quantification formulas

From this milieu come the 1975 Revised Standards. The same

questions are present today as were extant'in 1941 when LouiS ShoresNN

outlined the basi ar "exits in Standards construction. The 1975

Standards appear to be he 1959 Standards with a', distinct "Clapp-Jordan"

influence. Added to the 1959 document are: 1) acknowledgement of the

.differing needs of various typesof institutions and theii users; 2)

the recognition of the validity of microforms\and 3) notice of the

effect of the geographical placement of the College on the library

support provided.

Certain basic assumptions are present in the 1975 Standards.

The Committee's working papers outline the following: 1 6

1) that library standards are
)
needed by the higher education

community and are possible to develop;

2) that although sound programs of college library service

must be based upon qualitr, good quality is not possible without

certain requisite.quaritities of materials, staff members, and phy;ical

facilities;

3) that a single set of standards cannot be made to apply use-

fully to the entire range of higher education, institutions;



4) that even within the relative homogeneity of institutions

offering baccalaureate and masters level work, quantitative variation

is mandated in any set of standards by institutional uniquenesses and

idiosyncracies

5) that even in today's rapidly changing higher education

environment it should be possible to prepare standards that will serve

for a minimum of fifteen years;

6) that the present draft should therefore'accommodate antici-. At .

pated environmental changes of a political, economic, technical, social,

and pedagogical nature.

These assumptions imply that library outputs can only be snred

\'

at this time by an enumeration of minimal quantified inputs and that

Standards can only bring together and concentrate the aggregrate ex-

perience and judgment ofthe academic library profession. In other

words,_Standards must continue to be experience based. This also

imp ies that a rating of superiox or excellent cannot be given because

on
1 -

"minimually adequate" staff', Collections, and physical facilities

can be determined. This further means that Standards should be adopted

now so as to serve until about 1990 instead of undertaking research that.

.would permit mere effective measuremei# not of incomplete, selected in-

puts but of quantified outputs or other more appropriate measures,

A further problem in accepting this type of input Standard is.

that definitions for minimum figures and for formulas for the develop-
,

ment of lists of homogeneous institutions can all be extracted from

"current" practice as defined by the 1969 and 1971 U.S. Office of

education Library Statistics; that is, from date already five years

old. It is further expected that these out-of-date estimates will.not
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serve adequately as the base for decisions made about libraries until

about 1990.

Anothipssumption is that the correction factors of the
4

Standards, work"Clapp-Jordan" variety Which are used in the 1975

correctly. However, no test run of the Standards

scales has even been attempted.

SUMMARY

and their grading

The attempt in the 1975 Standards to identify a minimum

quantified base that will predict a required potential for quality

appears to be but another variation in the continuing history of

College LibraiT Standards. The procedures for quantification appear

to be an accidentiof library history and available statistics. The

A4 Hoc Committee on Standards has placed quantity in a one way rela-

tionship to qUality:

.

Quality and quantity are separable only in theory; it is
possible to have quantity without quality;-it is'not possible,
to have quality without.quant3ty defined in relation to the
purposes of the institution.

In the 1975 Standards the implied purposes of the measurements

appear to be threefold: r

1) Provide a needed precise definition of the quality base for

a library's collection and staff.

2) By weighing the requirements in the Formulas, perMit

institutions of different types with different.mis ons to be able

to compare scores on the Staff and Collection Standards.

3) Encourage library, funders to increase the quantity, (thus

quality) of their librariesl-Staffs and collection.

It is the purpose of this study to examine the effect of two

27
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of the undeilying quantitative Formulas of the 1975 Standards. Instead

of using the out-dated statistics on libraries from the USDE as the

data base, this study will attempt to project logical future develOp-

ments of staffs and collections based on the counting rules of the 1975

Standards on 'collections and staffing. It will use current information

as developed through a nationwide random sample. In short, it will

determine whether or not the two 1975 Standards' Formulas will accurately

r present/minimum quantities of staff' and collections. The basic hypothesis,

f this study is that these formulas are inadequate and poorly designed:

The study will suggest modifications that might be made advantageously

to the Standards before they become entrenched in the minds of academic

librarians.

410
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Chapter 3

THE STUDY OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESIS

THE PROBLEM

The development of college library standards illustrates the

historical dependence of various previous Standards Committees on the

accidenti of library history. In almost every case only past practice

was analyzed by these Committees as a chart for the future. In earlier

documents, however, the assumptions made and the counting rules followed

did not seem to lead to'i potenal leveling of college libraries. In

the case Of the 1975 Revised Standards it appears likely that the Formu-

las for Collections and Staffing will'have an adverse effect on the pro-

grams of college libraries.

Before the new Standards are accepted professionals need to be

ableto project apcurately the effects that thee new Standards will

have so that they can judge the applicability of the Standards to their

heeds. The problems may be stated as follows: 1) What totals for cones-

tions and staff will be produced by the new Standards?. 2) Will these

totals be higher or lower than expected?' 3) Will certain types or groups

of institutions score significantly higher or lower than the average on

the Standards related to collections and/or staffing? 4) What effect

wilt certain changes (such as a decrease in student enrollment) have on

library development activities? 5) Do certain portions of the Formulas,

(such as the impact of "neighboring libraries" ew library grades so

21
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as to produce meaningle'ss'scales? The 1975 Document could be a tool tg

extol a college's resources or it could be part of a legitimate justifi-,

cation designed to improve recognized weaknesses. These uses are possible

however only if the report developed by the Standards presents an accurate
. i

profile of the college library.

The internal tradeoffs made by the Ad Hoc Committee in the

development of the Standards are not of co ern in this study. From

the funder's view, Standards, once accepted, exist only in AV) reports

that they generate. For thisreason it is desirable that professionals

forecast and examine potential reports to determine whetier or noi, they

will accurately represent present library needs.

Using "Formula A" 4Collections)and "Formula B" (Staff) it is

conceivable that many 1#braries measured would, meet or surpass the-

Standard for Collections but would fall short of the Standard for Staff.
at

If this is true, it could put a librarian in the position of having to

ask: "We have enough materials; provide us with the staff to help patrons

use these resources." A hard-pressed funder could counter by observing

the "oversupply" of materials and decrease, the materials' budget so as

fto "free more staff" to meet the needs of the library's patrons. The

commentary on the Standard on Collectpns notes that an annual growth

rate of'five percent is usually needed to maintain the "requisite utility"

of a collection, but that commentary is.not part of the portion of the'

Standards that a fundefis likely to read.

Tio basic problems, are operable simultaneously: First; no current_

basic descriptive statistical information is available about college

libraries. The last published United States Office of Education (USOE)
0

library statistics that are in the'handSif the profession are those

sl
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which reflect Fall, 1971 data.
1

The Library Surveys Branch of USOE

. is currently processing questionnaires which report Fall 1973 data, but

even in preliminary form this information will not be available until

the Fall of 1975. To further complicate the problem, not all of the

pieces of information needed to complete the Formulas in the new Stan-

dards for Collection And Staff are available from the USOE published

statistics.

The second problem is that while the Standards Committee did'

attempt tework through portiOns of the formulas vAing.information that

reflected the condition of college libraries in the FaAi of 1971, no one,
I

to date, has attempted to apply the total ForMUlas suggested for Collections

and Staffo the present status of libraries so as to determine the po-

tential positive and negative effectS of the Standards.

7
THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

This study hds three o jectives:

1) To collect and presenntj a national. current ra4om sample of

collection and staff informationWith stated confidence levels so that

any.liBraripn may compare his /her institution with either a national

score Wall types,of college libraries or with the score of a library

with similar institutional characteristics.

2) To use Collection and Staff Formulas to rate the institutions

in the sample. Through this use of the Standards library professionals

.v111 have a preview of operationil problems of the Stand ds and probable

ratings developed by the Standards.

3) To change various inputs (for example: o simulate a decrease

in enrollment) so that library professionals will be able to observe

the effect of the counting and weighting rules which are part of the

formulas.
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With the information developed by this study, modifications to

the Standards will be recommended.

. THE HYPOTHESIS OFTBE STANDARDS COMMITTEE

When considering the Formulas for Collections and Staff, it

is difficult to determine the hypothesis of the Ad Hoc,COmmittee.

Neither the Committee report nor its working papers describe ,how the

grading system for these two formulas was developed. It is interesting

that even though a grading system was introduced, it does not grade

degrees of excellence but, rather, degrees of below minimum adequacy.

(A. library that is minimally' adequate is given a grade of A or 100

percent.) If the Ad Hoc Committee thought that it was using its grades

to overlie and describe a normal distribution of scores, then the

following expected number of libraries for each grade could be fore-

cast, See Table 3.1.

For both Formulas the expected number of libraries that will

receive each grade can be determined by using the Empirical Bute of

,

statistics. Letter grade C, which is equal .to -/ standard deviation

. of approximately 68 percent of the cases, is multiplied by the number

of schools to which the standards apply. (The number of schools in the

Carnegie Commission list, the listing to schools to which the Stand.,*:

apply, is 1,1/2)% Letter grades B and D should each receive approximately

. 13.5 percent of the cases while letter grades A and E should be equal

to about 2.5 percent of the cases each. Thus the probability of re-

..

ceiving either a grade of A or B is 2.5 percent plus 13.5 percent or

a probability of .16. Unexplained in.the Standards' Formulas are poten-,

tial scores that fall betimen two grades such as a score of 46.5 percent.

1'3'1
(ark,



Table 3.1

The Committee,EXpected DistribUtion of Grades

25

Grade

PercenV4
Requited
for Grille

Expected Number of Libraries,If
Carnegie Classifipation Is Used.
Total Number Equals 1,-172. (Vote. 1)

Formula A--follections

A k 100 29.3

158.2
44.

C 65- 796.9

D 50-4 158:2

E (Note 2) $1:1' 29.3

4Formula B--Staffing'
(

29.3
e.

2 00%

B 7519' 158.2

C 55* 796.9

D 40- 158.2_

E < 40 29.3

Note 1: See discussion of,,,Carnegie Classification below, page 31ff.

Note 2: The Standards stor 04h grade of D.but as the percentage is not
zero for 6, a grade of E i implied.

cc's,
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It is obviousthat the COmmittee hypothesized that libraries would score

lower on'the Staff formula than on the formula for Collections otherwise

the required percentages for each grade would have'been the same.

THE STUDY HYPOTHESIS

The hypothesis'of this study is as follows:

The 1975 Revised Standards will have a leveling effect on
academic libraries; that is, they will bring some libraries
up to the minimum (albeit perhaps artificially) while suppres-
sing the collection and staff development activities of many
libraries.

To sppport the investigation of the hypothesis, this study
..

began with two working hypotheses:
a,

1) Most (more than seventy percent) of the cademic libraries

which fall under the scope ccthese Standards will meet or surpass (that

'is, obtaid an A or B rating) the Standard on Collections (Standard num-

ber2).

2) Most '(more than seventy percent) of the academic libraries
1

which fail under the scope of these Standards will fall to adequately

meet (that is, obtain a C rating or lower) the Standard on Staff (Stan-
,

dard number 4).

Expressing the hypotheses as binomial problems reduces the com-..

plexity of the tests. By using the expected score distributions of the

Committee as developed in Table'3.1 and by expressing "success" as the
4 *

achieving of a grade of A or B, the two competipg hypotheses for each
1C

,

formula may beexpressed as follows:

Committee:

1) The expected probability otin individual 11 \ rary's

success on the Collection Formula equals .16.

35



2) The expected probability of an individual library's

'success on the Staff Formula equals .16:

Study:

1) The expected probability of an individual lihrary'S

success on the Collection Standard is grdater than or equal t9 .70.

2) The expected probability of an individual, library's

success on the Staff Standard is less than or equal to .30.

SUMMARY

The differences between the. hypotheses of the study and those

of the Committee permit a test to determine which 'hypothesis more

accurately predicts the effects of the Standards Formulas. The next

section of this paper will describe the methodology used t9 conduct

',A

that test.
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Chapter 4

METHODOLOGY

STUDY DESIGN

While many previous Standards documents exist, none seem to

be based on an objective task or mission analysis nor are they

\
supported by a rigorous Statistical study. Instead, the quantified

\./

portions seem, like Topsy, to "jes' grow." The statistical work

that does.underpin the 1975 Revised Standards is open to question.

For a more complete review of the Committee's statistical efforts

see `Appendix B.

In order to look at the potential impactof the mi Revised

Standards, this study bias, as its firgt requirement, a definition

and investigation of the total population to which these Standards

shall apply. Using the Carnegie Commission's Classification of

Institutions of Higher Education as the definitive list of the entire

population, it was determined that eight strata existed within the

group as a whole. +See Page 31 below fox' an identification of strata).

The standard deviation and the mean of the numbers of volumes

in the book collections (as of 1971) for several sub-groups had been

published by the Ad Hoc Committee in their working papers.
1

Knowing

something about the variability among strata and being able to identify

each member of the total population greatly simplified the sampling

'procedures. With an economic limitation of not more than 500 sample

points, and with the fairly stable intrastratum variability, it was

29
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decided to sample all members in stratum with'a totai,pcipulation of

less than thirty while sampling 38 percent of those strata that had

thirty or more membei1s. With this technique it was estimated that

the final returns for each stratum would equal fifteen percent of

the population. In all cases this figure was exceeded. -(See Tables

4.2 and 4.3).

The survey was conducted between March and May, 1975. The

464 questionnaires requested information that would (1) 'perMit the

use of Standard Two--Collectiond(2) would permit the use of Standard

Four--Staff and (3) would supply information on environmental factors

such as annual Collection growth rate and total library budget so that

various future conditions could be examined. The response rate, after

the original request and one follow-up request, was approximately 58

percent. Answers to 254 usable responses were key punched on IBM cards

and tabulated by means of a computer program. This tabulation provided

information about the scores of each institution and then projected the

impact of Formulas' sub-elements. The validity of the sample was',

ascertained by matching the known figures for 1971 for the entire

population with the same information produced by the sample. For all

strata the sample consisting of returns only was found significant

(that is, it represented the total population) at the .05 level.

The information from the computer pbulation, is reported in

Chapter 5: Findings. Using this information the study reports, on the

objectives of the study: (1) the presentation. of a national ,sample for

comparative use (2) the identification of the expected groupings of

scores using the proposed,Standards and (3) the impact of Firmulas'

sub-elements. The presentation of the latter two objectives raises

questions for further research.
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THE SURVEY'OPULATION

As is described in the Introduction to the Standards, the

Committee meant for the Standards to assess "the adequacy of libraries,

serving liberal arts programs at the bachelor and mastefs degree levels."

Tht Committee notes that "they may be applied also to libraries serving

.universities which grant fewer than ten dojtoral degrees per year."
2

The decision to accept the Carnegie Classification of Institutions as

the list of institutions homogeneous enough for Standards application

was apparently not reached frivolously. In a working paper entitled

"Typology of Institutions of Higher Education" Committee member James

Pixie looked at several classificatory schemes and recommended the use

of portions of the Carnegie listing which grouped schools within the

Committee's area of interest. Pirie found that "the categories as

given are definitive in the sense that they differentiate boldly among

the aIiost dizzying variety of colleges endemic to the scene of American

education. The distinctions made in the Carnegie CommiSsion's classifi-

Otion are sufficiently comprehensive and precise to form a valid'and

indeed imaginative framework for our purposes.

O

were:

Specifically; t portions of the Carnegie listing. chosen

1) Cpiirehensive Universities and Colleges I (CM). This type

of institution had a liberal arts program base but usually offered other

programs, All had two professional or occupational programs and offered

degrees through the Masters, level buywitn little or no doctoral work.

The 1970 enrollment was at least 2,000:

2) Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II. This list

included many state colleges and others which had a liberal arts base

40
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but also had one professional program. Again few programs above the

masters level were in evidence. Enrollment cutoffs for public funded
-.
schools was 1,000 and private was 1,500.

3) iberal Arts Colleges I (LAC). These,colleges scored 5 or

baccalaureate granting institutions in terms of numbers of their gradu-

ates receiving PhD's at 40 leading doctoral-granting institutions from

1920 to 1966. Thecriteria here was essentially a strong liberal, arts

program.

4) Liberal Arts Colleges II. Included all other four year liberal

arts colleges not included in the above criteria.

The totanuMber of schools listed within these criteria by*

. the Carnegie Corporation is shown in Table 4.1 below:

Table 4.1

Number of Schools in Each Carnegie Commission Grouping

Type of Institittion

and Colleges

Number of InstitutioUs

Comprehensive Universities

-Public' 1

r

Private Total

Group I 223 98 '321
Group II 85 47 132

Total 308 145 453

Liberal Arts'. Colleges

Group I '2 144 146
Group II 26 547

,
573

Total
,',.

28 691
.

719

Grand Total 336 836 1172
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For purposes of this study, the Cainegie Corporation Classifica-

tion provided a complete listing of the total possible population. The

institutions within the Carnegie document are listed by type (for 6-Ample:

Liberal Arts Colleges, I), are subdivided by type of control (Public or'

Private), and are then listed by state.

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

In order to minimize the number of non-responses so as to

provide a more reliable survey it was decided to use a one page in-

strument accompanied by an explanatory covering letter. Copies of

the instrument and the letter are included in Appendix C. A self-

addressed, stamped envelope was provided for the return of the

questionnaire. To encourage librarians to respond, the coveri'ig

letter promised tiat if,the raw data were submitted to the study, then

the investigator,-:as a by product of his research, would forward to

the cooperating librarians a tabulation of their score on theStaff

and Collection Standards. In addition, each librarian was told that

he would.also be provided with a description of his library's rank

when it was compared to a national sample of schools similar to his.

The due date for return of the questionnaires was set as April 2, 1975,

about one month after the original mailing. A week later (April 7, 1975)

a follow-up letter was sent to all schools, that had as yet not responded.

A copy of this follow-up letter is included in Appendix C. To encourage

response to the follow-up librarians were asked to only fill out the

portions of the-questionnaire that related to users, staff, support,

and other librarieS (Questions 3 throug V). The United States Office

of Education (usoE)yia stated thyoei would attempt to provide missing

42
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data for questions A through I (Data was to be for 1973). Seven

librarians responded to the follow-up in this manner, but most
00

respondents included data for all qUestions.

The questionnaire soughto find information that was necessary

to apply the Standards on Staff and Collections to the library completing

the survey. Also included as a question on the percent of institution

budget available for library support, This question, was included to

determine applicability of Standard 8, Budget, and particularly the

statement that related budget to the "raising of'a library's grade" on

the Staff and Collections F rmulas.

Two weaknesses in the final questionnaire were found after the

survey was completed. Question Q asked for the number of librarians on

the staff in Full Time Equivalents (FTE using the Standards' definition

of "librarian" as one who possesses "A graduate degree from an ALA

accredited program." _Question R asked for the number of "librarians"

in FTE using the library's own local definition of "librarian" if

different from that of the Standards. It was thought that'libraries

with librarians from unaccredited programs or libraries with librarians

without the graduate degree would report this information here. Thus

a library with three librarians according to the Standard definitio:ft

and two libratians with unaccredited degrees was expected to repOrt

Question 4.43 and R=5. In some cases, 'however, the report came instead

as Q=3 and R=2 thus making some of this information somewhat difficult

to interpret. In the case of student assistants (Question T) many

librarians did not know how.many student assistants they have employed

thus making the data spotty. A few respondents expressed difficulty in

determining FTE faculty as they did not know whether to include
. .
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4(

administrative personnel (for example: The College President). The

Standard are not clear on this question.

In the original versions of the questionnaire, Question V was

expressed in terms similar to questions A,. B, and C. The pretest of

the instrument, however, determined that many librarians would not know
» ,

the number of volumes and volume equivalents that were available in near-
,

by libraries and thus might skip the question. In the final form, the

names of libraries were requested and these were then checked with

published statistics of the USOE and the American Library Directoryto

determine a volume equivalent figure, which was then added to the library's

collection total.

This study avoided questions that-might have required either

judgment or opinion. The questibnnaire called only for quantitative

data.

SAMPLING PROCEDURES ,

With each member of the total population listed and identified

by name, :deny of. the problems usually connected with random sampling

were conveniently eliminated. The listings of the Carnegie CoalMission are

not random in their make-up but, instead, are highly structured. Recog-

nizing the possibility tha estimates about the total population might

not be as useful as s eats about the parts.(for example: about a

Comprehensive tSdiijrsity and College I, Privately financed), portions

of the structure ofthe listing were left.intact.

The total population of 1,172 schools was considered to exist

as eight strata as listed below:

Stratum 1: Comp ive Universitites and Colleges I: Public.
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'Stratum 2: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Public.

.Stratum 3: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges Private.

Stratum 4: Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Private.

Stratum 5: Liberal Arts Colleges I: Public,

Stratum 6: Liberal Arts Colleges II: Public.

Stratum 7: Liberal ArtsColleges I: Private.

Stratum 8: Liberal Arts Colleges II: Private.

Preliminary work indicated that the variance of several charaCter-

istics within strata might be fairly uniprm; thus the major difference'

to contend with in the sampling was the variance in the.number of potential

cases in each stratum. It was decided that a samplei,size for the study

of not more than 500 cases would be.vali0 and economically feasible.

Some of the strata, however, congaed very few dembers (the least,

Stratum 5, has a population of 2). For this'reetantbese_strata with

Less than 30 cases were covered in their entirety while those with 30

or more cases were sampled by taking approximately 38, percent of the

total available. For those strata of 30 or more cases a table of random

numbers was applied to thecprnegie listing so as to give each school

within a stratum an equal chance of being chosen, thug removing any

. . .

geographical bias that would have been present in a Sequential sample.

In all, 464 sample points were selected. Table 4,2 below presents the

.. , ,....

number of sample pOints and the number and percent orreturns for each
\

stratum.

, !..
.

,

Cf the 276 responses some were not usable either because of in-
--.

complete i formation or because of notice that the schObl had close d.

_Table 4.3 i eutifies the number of questionnaires that were _used in the

final tabulation of the findings and conclusions.

45
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Table 4.2

Tabulation of Cages and Returns

Strata
Total 40/Number

Population Sampled
Returns
Received

Received as
Percent of
Population

Received-
as Percent of
Number Sampled

1 223 85 65 29.2% . 76.5%

2 85 32' 25 29.4 78.1

3' 98 37 28 28.6 75.7

4 47 .: '18 9 19.2 50.0

5 2 2 1 50.0 50.0,

6 25 25 18 72.0 72.0

144 55 34 23.6 61.8

8 547 210 96 17.6 45.7

Table Summary: Of the 1,172 institutions that make up the total population;
464 questionnaires were sent and 276 were received for an overall return

rate of 59.48%.

Table 4.3

Tabulation of Returns

Strata
Total

Population
Nuhber
Sampled

Returns
Used

Used ns a
Percent of

Population

Used as a
Percent of
Number Sampled

\,

1 223 85 '61 27.4% 71.8%

/2
3

85
98

32

37 .

_24'

28

28.2
'28.6

75.0
75.7

t
4 47 18 8 , 17.0 44.4

1.4 5 2 . -2 1 50,0 50.0.

6 25 25 lt 64.0 64.0
Mfg

7 144 55, 33 22.9 60.0

8 547 210 83 15.2 39.5

Table Summary: Of the 1,172 institutions that make up the total population;
464 questionnaires were sent and 254 of the 276 returns used for an overall

use rite of 54.7%.*
..

4N.

Of the 22 questionnaires that were not used, ll,represented schools

that had closed or merged,since 1973. Ten of these were found in ,Tatum 8

r%
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which indicates that,,, for the total population of Liberal Arts Colleges

II, Private about 26 (5 percent) closed in the last two years.
4

The cutoff date fo the acceptance of questionnaires was estab-

lished as June 1, 197 The data were then edited, keypunched using

38

two IBM cards per institution, and verified by using a computer listing.

During the editing phase, figures for question V: Neigyboring Libraries,

.

were added .to the responses. The computer development of the scores,

the grouping of grades, and the impact of various formula sub-elements are

reported in Chapter 5: Findings.

STATISTICS AND TESTS

The reliability of the sample needed to be determined, so that

librarians could place some level of.confidence in the findings reported

in the study. Unlike many samples which are done to estimate an unknown

total. population, this study had the advantage of knowing the entire

'membership of the population (The Carnegie Classification dbcument).

In addition, the Ad Hoc Committee's working papers had developed

information, in the form of means and standard deviations, about the

size of the book collections in volumes, for various combinations of

the strata. As this information described both the average and the

variability of the population in relevant terms (items_in'the collections)

and since it had been done by detetmining not a sample, but by using

the actual figures for the population totals (as reported by theTbOE

for Fall, 1971) it was decided to match the reports of the Ad Hoc

r---

.Committee with a report that would have een generated if only the

sample returns used hlid been available. The basic descriptive table

developed by the Committee is reproduced below as Table 4.4.

41 . .
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Table 4.4

Tentative Groups of Comprehensive Universities and Colleges r & II
Based on Enrollment: Mean Library Size and Standard Deviation

In Volumes for Comprehensive Universities ind Colleges

And for Liberal Arts Colleges .

Mewl Library Size Standard
i Enrollment In Volumes Deviation

.
.

I 20,000+ 472,000 258,000

m
I

,

mo At5,001-20,000 334,000 . 73,000

+ a
_

\
+,
m I 10,001-15,000 277,000 1 ,93,000

> 0
9r4 CD I 5,501-10,000 220,000 89,000 .

0 CDri
CD rl I 2,001-5,500 138,000 79,000

0
.r4 C.)
M

CD

O "
0
C:1

.0 as

m
0k II 10,000+ 195,000 , 48,000

aV II 5,501-10,000 132,000 52,000

ti

II 1,000-5,500 104,000 58,000

M ,

k 0
M I All' 169,000 . .104,000

ba

m
mo
ei

53,000II All '. 66,000
6.-1 .

CD 0
.01 i..) . i
mi

4



Tables 4.5A and 4.5B determine the same information as Table 4.4 but

40

through the use of the sample instead of the populaIien total. In all

cases except four,, the information produced by the sample reflects the

total populatibn with a significance level of .05. Them:: four cases

represent lets than 3 percent of the total number of libraries.

As the population variability was known,the.a significance.

level for the sample.validity of each stratum couldbe computed by the

use of.the T,Z, and chi-squared tests. For the means, the hypothesis

to be tested for the verification of the sample'was the null hypothesis

that there is no significant'differene between the knovt mean o) ;the

population for this information and the mean produced by the sample

for the same information.

(1) Null Hypothesis: M Of population equals mean of sample
against Alternative ypothesis:.Mean of the population is
not equal to the mean of the sample.

Ho: u4i against Ha

For the variance, the hypothesis to e tested was the null hypothesis

that there is no if cant difference

the population for this informhtion and

between the known variance of

'the variance' produced by, the,

sample for the same information.
a

(2) Null Hypothesis: ,Variance ot population equars va*ance of,
sae ,against Alternative Hypothesis: Variance of population
is not equal .to the variance of the sample.e

Hot cr
2
=s

2
against Ha oe 2 2

The specific Z test used was thit-'expressed by the, formula:

(3) Z equals sample mean p uia ion mean
population standard devia ion divided by sample size:

uo
Z=

cr/n

49
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The specific chi-Square formula used was that expressed by the formula:

(4) The chi-square density function with'parameter n-1 is
approximately equal to

(sample size minus 1) squared
population standard deviatiOn'

X2 n -1

Asis noted in Tables 4.5A and 4.5B the sample, at least for

the number of volumes in the individual library, very closely approximates

the known facts for the total population. For this reason it is suggested

that the sample as presented is a valid and reliable indicator of the total

population of each stratum. The specific values used to compute this--

A
confidence *evel-are reported in Appendix D.

Table 4.5A

Mean Library Size,of the Total Population as Portrayed

By the Sample Udflg Gro4ings of Strata as DeVeldped
By the Ad Hoc Committee Working Papers

Group Enro11ent
Total Population
Mean Library Size

---._
cuc-1 10,001-15,000 7,00 )

CUC I. 5,501-10,000 t,00D

t

CUC 2,001-5,500 138,004,
to N

CUC II
,

'1,000-5,500 104000 "

0

LAC I All 169,000

LAC Ii \ 66,000

b :::".""*"..".

---
.Sample Mean Significance

Library

LSize

Level of Sample

e- ''

323,556 .05

226,142 .05

148,940 .05

:

94)ttl , .05 ;-1

. .

'152,2424 .05
elea

671010 105

so

1
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Table 4.53

Standard Deviation of Library Size of the Total Population

As Portrayed by the Sample Using Groupings of Strata as

Developed by the Ad Hoc Committee Working Papers

Total Significance

Population S.D. Sample S.D. Level of.

Group Enrollment of Library Size of Library Size Sample

CUC I 10,001-15,000 93,000 72,613, .05

CUC I 5,501-10,000 89,000 87,013 . .05

CUC I, 2,001-5,500 79,000_ 64,658 .05

CUC II 1,000-5,500 58,000

104,000LAC I All

- LAC II All 35,000
s

93,004

e.

30,509

.05

.05

.05

0.4

.,. 1

?.

1 This thapte?as described the procedures used to design the
. a,

.

.

study and has evaluated the Validity of that design. Chapte 5 andly+zes

* the information collected by, the survey. The specific methodologieS and

SUMMARY

I

statistical tests used to evaluate the collected data are deecribed- in

that Chapteil.

51
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Chapter 5

. FIND

NTRODiJCTION

The findings of this study of the ACRL New Standards for

llege Librarieare based entirely on the 254 returns received from

the national survey conducted during the Spring of 1975 as described

in Chapter 4. the study has three primary objectives:.14,to gather

and present descriptive data about library staffs and collections Tich

are representative of e entire population-Nof libraries on the Carnegie

List in the categories ofiberal Arts Colleges and Comprehensive

Universities and Colleges; 2) to use descriptive data to apply the

Standards, as currently written, to these rdpresentNa ive aries soT

as to observe the grades that these libra ries will receive from thr
Nt

Standards; and 3) to observe the effects that major sub-elements of

the Formulas have upon the grades and scores of these libraries.

The presentation of the findings is organized into three sections

corresponding to the

criptive information

d

lib;

ermine individual

three objectives. First,

is presented. Next, this

library scores and grades.

the raw, ungraded, des-

information is used to

In this second section

'Ch numberi of libraries that attain each grades are resented. In the

.
.

inal s

,

tion of this Chapter changes are made it the Formulas so that

he c nt ibutions of the major sub-elements in the Formulas to the over-

library grade may be identified. In each section the tabular data

't 44
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which summarizes conditions by groups and formulas is followed by a

narrative aescription.of the major implications of thee tables.

Tabulation of the data indicates that the following findings

aAprobable itf the New Standards are used.

FIRST SECTION; OBJECTIVE ONE

Objective One: To present a current, accurate, quantified description of
the collections and staffs in college libraries on the Carnegie List using
the counting rules and definitions of the New ACRL Standards.

'An examination of the raw, quantified collection and staff in-

(

fortation is of some utility if the libraries that are described are

rouped by strata. The statistical variance inherent within suth 'figures

7

-for the population as a'whole is so great, however, that discussion of
/

.1tthe whole fOr this ungraded data is, in most cases, means ngless. Tables

'5.1 and-5.2 present thq salient information tor each of the e gh strata.

141. /
In: these Tables "volume;" Itvolitme equivalent" and all other measures take

on the definitioni proposed by the Standards. For example, to arrivy at

the sizes of the collections, total bound volumes t' number f micro-

film reels are added to two-tenths of the number of other o s.

A summation of Table 5.1 by strata would begin to d r be
-e-,

collections and collection building, ctivities while. somewhata

'obtusely, reflecting, the size,.goa, and educational phil phles of

the various Strata. -The major implication of Tables 5.1,"5.2, and, i

deed, of this entire first section.is that this raw data cannot be use

to effectively compare libraries either withA a st or between

different strata. A look at Stritei 7 (Liberal Arts Co e.es I: Private),

0
for example, shows that the average number of volumes in the colledtions

of these schools is 174,750 but that the spread of cases away from this
416,

54
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( .

measure of central- is so g (standard deviation equals

13,782 volumes) that the mean,Q4nat be as an estimate of the

condition of the entire gr9upc This strata adds, before withdrawals, an

average of 4.9

the five per e minimal figure suggested by the Standards Committee.

of its collection every year. This is close to

a
Again, however,. the variance (standard deviation equals 4.2 pergent) is

large. On the average it will take schools in this clas8 not now at

grade A, 14.4 years to reach a collection score of 100 percent if all

conditions remain relatively stable. No school in this group however,

t will take more thafi 15 years to reach a grade of A on collections. These

1-/
libraries accrue an average of 4.3 percent of the total institutional

operating budget. In this case Stratum 7 is quite cohesive with the

sta dard deviation for this figure being but 0.9 percent.

The wide range of cases away from the average figures within a

single stratum, hoWever,,illustrates the need for some sort of library

evaluation system if libraries are to be compared. To say that one

library has 200,0e9?Volumes while another has 400,000 is not to 4say

that the second istwice as effeeiiiie-as the first even if only quanti-

tative data are being considered.

A comparison of one stratum with the others using this type of

figures would be even more misleading than accepting the average as
4

representing the majority of cases within a stratum. This mistake would

come from the 'fact that these figures do not take into account the size

or purpose of the institution'., it would'appear, for example, that

Stratum 8 (Liberal Arts Colleged II: Private) schools are better funded

than are libraries in Stratum 7. They do receive an average of 5.9 per-
.

cent of the institutional budget and do add on the average 5.5 percent of

the collection each year. The more appropriate point is a percentof

5$



48

what base? Fer,1;oth collections and total budget the base totals are

smaller in Stratum 8 than they are in Stratum 7; hence the Stratum 8,

percentages are'likely to be the larger.

One of the purposes of the Standards is to adjust so as to pet-

mit such comparisons either within or between strata. How well those

correction factors operate will be discussed below under Objectives Two

and Three. Here the important implication is that the raw data for these

schools, although interesting, cannot be used to describe a norm nor to

compare schools. This seems to legitimize the assumption that Standards

are necessary if schoolsiare to be compared with quantitied data.

Tabl? 5.2, 'he compilation of figures by strata for staff, alsd

begins to illustrate differences among various types of institutions.

In every case lobe' definitions of "librarian" increased the number of

persons in such roles. In Stratum 1 (Co rehensive Universities and

Colleges: I: Public) the greatest use of, the local definition of librarian

comes from the combination of audio-visual centers with libraries, while

in the smaller institutions indications are that persons from unaccredited

library schools or persons without Masters of Library Science degrees are

recognized by the title' librarian.'' There is remarkable similarity Of

taffcomposition among strata. The percentage of staff that represents

libraria7 (using the Standards definition) holds quite close to 25 percent

of the total staff. In almost all cases student assistants, in full-time-

equivalents make up a sizable portion of the total library staff. In a

few instances student assistants comprise the entire supporting staff.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS FOR OBJECTIVE ONE

1) Raw, ungraded, or otherwise unevaluated statistical information
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about library collections and staffs s notan effective tool for the

comparison of libraries even thou the schools may be grouped homo-

geneously.
-

2) Within homogeneo s groups of schools the following trends

about library collectio = and staffs are evident:

a) Schoo in Stratum 7 have more volumes than would be

expected given th ir size while schoOis in Stratum 8 have fewer volumes

than would be ,expected.

b) Within fifteen years (the projected life of the Standards)

most schools will probably be at Grade A for Collectioni.

c) many libraries (ilioe,than one-third) use a definition of

"librarian" that is different froi that of the Standards.

d) As an average'the schools meet or surpass the 5 percent

guideline figurei for a gross additions rate.

e) The schools closely approximate the 25-35 percent guide-

line re f r librarians as a.percent of the total staff.
/

f) The libraries fall short of the 6 percent guideline

figure for the portion of the total budget allocated for library support:

// 3) Although these ".trends" of point two above are in evidence,

the use of "average" figures developed from raw data are apt to be mis-

letiding because of the wide variation contained even within homogeneous

'groups.

AO A set of Standards that takes into account the factors that

contribute to t inherent variations of even supposedly homogeneously

grouped schools re necessary if one is to attempt to compare libraries.

through a measurement of quantified inputs.
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While Tables 5.1 and 5.2.do give a picture of the current situa-

tion in college libraries, it is impossible to use the data to legitimately

compare one library with another. The Standards, with their size, users,

and program correction factors, should remove some of the inequities and

thus allow for more relevant comparisons. Section Two below will explore

the projected totals .for the same schools using the percentages and

grades as assigned by the S andards.

SECOND SECTION;.OBJECTIy1 TWO

Objective Two: To predict the distribution of percentage scores and letter
grades that may be expected to be received by various types of institutions
on the Formulas for Collections and Staffing.

A computer program was written which determined the scores for

the two Formulas. This program: 1) figured the p centage score and

letter grade on both Formulas for each library responding to the ques-

tionnaire; 2) presented the letter grades in summary form by For:hula

and stratum; and 3) computed the mean and standard deviation for the

percentage score for eaeh Formula by stratum. This information is

summarized in Tables 5.3 (Collections) and Table 5.4 (Staff) below.

The basic logic and a complete description of the computer program is

outlined in Appendix E.

While this Saformation does permit analysis of the grade's re-

ceived by stratum, It does not allow for a discussion of the grades

received for the population as a whole. The basic problem here is that

during the indepen4 sampling of each of the eight strata some Ooups

becade either over or under represented depending upon their survey

response rates. To eliminate this problem the output from Tables 5.3

and 5.4 was reproduced in machine readable form and was used as input

GO
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for a second analysis program. Using the Statistical Package for'the ,

Social Sciences (SPSS)
1

a strata weighting procedure wad developed for

this second analysis so that the returns from the questionnaire could

be made to represent the population as it is known to exist as a whole.

In addition, the scores were re-coded into a binomial expression of
Air

success and failure so that the working hypotheses discussed abokre (see

page26) could be'tested. In light of the basis hypothesis of this

study, a irade of A or B was coded as "succe hile a grade of C or

lower represented "failure." The weighted summary with descriptive

statistics for both Formulas is'presented a Table 5.5.
Au,

The re-coded (SUccess and failure) weighted summary notes that

on Formula A (Collections) all schools together with proper weights assigned

achieved success (at least a grade of B) 56 percekt of the time with-the

following descriptive statistics. Coding an A or B as success (equal to

1) and a C,'D,irE as failure (as equal to 2),'the mean was 1.44; the

mode was 1; and re standard deviation using an n-1 weighting factor

was .497. For Formula B (Staff) all schools together with proper weights

assigned achieved a failure rate (that is a grade of C, D, or/gral-72.5

peicent with the following descriptive statistics. Using the same coding

as for Formula A above, the mean was 1.725; the mode was 2; and the stan-

dard deviation was .447.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FINDINGS FOR OBJECTIVE TWO

Briefly stated, the major implication Of this entire section'

and ofiTables 5.3 through 5.6 is that the grades received by the srils

in the sample tend to substantiate the study hypotheses and reject the

Committee hypotheses.
r
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Table 5.5

Weighted Summary with Descriptive Statistics for Formulas A and B

`N
(Scope of Table: Using the weighted figures as'described,inthe text, this
Table presents information descriptive of the population era whole. Coding

A=1, B=2, C=3, D=4, and E=6, the Table presents the n ber of libraries for

the population as a whole that will receive each letter ade for each

Formula. In addition, descriptive statistics describe the istribUtion. of

these grades around a central point.).

Number of Libraries
B C D

Formula A. The Collections

Absolute Frequency 110 74 58 , 57 2

Relative Frequency (%) , 33.5 22.5 17.7 17.3 9.0

Cumulative Frequency (%) 33.5 56.0 73.7 91.0 100.0

Mean equals 2.459
Mode equals 1
Standard deviation equals 1.345

Formula B. The Staff

Absolute Frequency
Relative Frequency (%)
Cumulative Frequency (%)

30 60 106 63 68

9.1 18.3 32.4 19.3 20.8

9.1 27.5 59.9 79.2 100.0

Mean equals 3.242
. Mode equals "3

Standard deviation equals 1.233

As.the information presented above based on'a random sampl

Confidence intervals need to be developed for. e Formula A 5 ercent

figure and, for the Formula B 27.5 percent succest re. Using the

following formula a confidence coefficient of .95 can be constructed for

the information provided by the weighted, re-coded sample. For Formula A

this interval will be as follows:

4
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7-1 t 7-cA4cr/h/7rt_
1.44 (1.96) (.497)/52.7

\
1.440 .054
confidence interval of the mean of 1.386 to 1.494.

This corresponds to'a success Oercentage.intervalof approximately

51 percent to 61 percent. This information permits a more correct restate-

ment of the first study working hypothesis as follows:

1) Ninety-fiVe times out of a hundred 56 percent or minus 5 per-
cent of the academic libraries which fall under the-scope of these Stan-
dards will meet or surpass (that is, obtain an A or B rating)'on the Stan -
dard on Collections (Standard number 2).

.

For Formula B, using the same formula for the confidence interval,

it can be determined that this interval which encloses the success rate

is approximately 22 percent to 32 percent. Again this information permits

a more correct restatement of-the second working hypothesis as

follows:

2) Ninety-five times out of a hundred 27.5'percent plus or minus
5Aercent of the academic libraries whichfall'under the scope
Mffidards will meet or surpass (that is, obtain, Un A or.,8 ratingon the
Standard on Staff (Standardfnumber.4).

In the second case the information does not'cause rejection of

the working hypothesis of this study as written while at the fame time

it does better define the limits of its usefulness. Both confidence in

tervals substantiate the trend of the study's hypotheses while causing

a rejection of the Ad Hoc Committee's hypotheses. The percentage of

success and failure for each gormula by strata is presented below in -

Table 5.6

JOr
The information provided in response to this second objective

permits a more precise definition of the two working hypothesesthat have

guided this study. Objective Three will look "Lt elements iiiiidritthe

Formulas to determine what effect various sub- lements of the grading

have on the overall scores.

65



57

Table 5.6

Success Rates for Formulas A and B By Strata Based on
Re-Coded, Weighted Data

(Scope of Table: This Table was developed by a Z or t test depending
upon sample size. It presents "success percents"'or the percent of a
stratum that received a grade of A or B on each of the two Formulas.
The Confidence Intervals (C.I.) were developed for each stratum based
on the same formula and procedure as described in the text for

,'population as a whole.).

Strata

1

2

3

4

For\mula A

VSuccess1..._ C.I.

Formula B
% Success C.I.

60.7% 48.3--73.1% 11.5% 4.5- -19.6%

37.5 16.6--58.4 20.8 3.3--38.3

64.3 45.4-83.2 35.7 16.8--54.6

\ .

75.0 36.3-100.0 100.0

5 Only one case precludes Information for "this stratum

6

7

8

-
50.0 19.5--80.5 5.7-56.7

81.8 68.4- -91.6 42. 18.6- -52.8

47.0 36,2- -57.8 31.3 21.2 - -41.4

THIRD SECTION; OBJECTIVE THREE

'Objective Three: To identify the effects of major sub-elements in the
Formulas on Collections and StaffinE so as to analyze the degree of
appropriateness of the construction of the Formulas. To determine if
any significant correlation exists between the scores and grades on
Formula A and Formula B.

Several modifications were made to the original counting rules,

to isolate the effects of the FoOkulas' sub-elements so as to describe

their individual impact on the overall Formulas' scores and grades. The

actual method used to make these changes is described in Appendix E.

After each change, the information obtained from the.original questionnaire
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was run through the modified program, The principal chinges that were

made are the following:

1) elimination of the effects of neighboring libraries.

2) elimination of the effects of micro orms.
/

3) elimination of both. neighboring libraries and microforms.

4)decrease of student

5) decrease of materials

6) decrease of materials

by ten percent.

acquksiion by thirty percent.

acquisition by ninety percent.

The output from\these six modifications produced serveralimportant

findings that developed a number of theprecomEaehdations of Chapter 6.

These outcomes are summarized by Tables 5.7 and 5,8 and are discussed

in narrative form below.

Certain sub-elements o the Formulas affect'some strata more than

,others. An example is the impact of the loss of microforms and, to a

lesse gree, the loss of the support of neighboring libr A.es upon the

Collections of Stratum 1. With both of these factor enioved the'ercent

of A grades on the Collection Standard drops from 34.4 percent to

cent. Compare this with the effect on the libraries in Stratum 7. Here

the percent With grade of A on the Collection Standard decreases but only

a total of 9.1 percent (from 63.6 percent to 54.5 percent). The implica-

tion of this finding is that the newer, more recently funded public suppo

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I (Stratum 1) have purchased he

in the microform market while the older, well established vate Liberal

Arts Colleges I (Stratum 7)02ave not done so. s addition,'-these newer

Colleges of Stratum 1 have tried to, use cooperat ve arrangements to their

advantage more than the group of Stratum 7. A glan e at Stratum 8 how-

ever, illustrates the dependence of the Collections,,o the second group
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Table 5.7

Percent of "Success" and "Failure"'on Collection and
Staff Formulas under Various Conditions for the

Entire, Weighted Population

(Scope of Table: This Table summarizes the effects 'of the basic modifi-

cations to the major Formula sub-elements. From this Table one tan
determine the amount sub-elements contribute to the overall Collection

and Staff grade. As in. other Tables, grades have been re-coded into

success and failure. The percents that are expressed are for the
population as a whole after proper weighting has taken place.)

gpccePercerl ,

Success Failure Change from Standards

Percent Percent as Written

FORMULA A (Collections)

Standards as written

Cut Student FTE by
0% 57.2

56.0% 44.04PX:

Cut acquisitions 6.0

No microforms co

No neighbor libraries
counted

No microforms and nav

4.,_,

neighbors counted \ 34.0,

B (Staff)

St dards as written 27,5

Cut acquisitions by
90% 1,,, 39.4

31.6
Cut student KLM
by 10%

.

Cut acquisitions
by..30% 31.3'

counted 29.5

No neighbors counted 27.5

42.8

44.0'

520

4

60.0
A

72,5'

up 1.2%

no change.

down 8.0

down' 12.0

down 22.0

60.6 up 11.9

11.864 '\ up 4.1

'---1..-...2._-...

68.7 tip 3.8

70.5 up 2,0.

72.5 no change
. ,
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of private liberal arts colleges on neighboring libraries. (Collection

A grades decrease from 26..3 percent to 12.b percent). It maybe that a

lack of funds in rIpent years'has forded these colleges to find other

means to support their programs. While it is difficult to measure the

releyancyof either microforms or the collections of neioring libraries,

a check of individual cases shows that every library that reported support

from a neighboring library automatically,received a grade of A on its

Collection evaluation. The implication is that "neighboring libraries"

are an extremely important part oche Collection Formula. 16apter 6
4

will conclude thatlhis sub-element needs to be carefully examined and

4 14-written before it may be permitted to influence the library Collection

evaluation effectively.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS RELATED TO OBJECTIVE THREE

An examination of the distribution of letter gr es highlights

asummary of the major ways that individual strafe may beoffected by

these Formula sub - elements. These findings and heir implications re

outlined below:

Stratum 1:, Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I: Public.

The Collection Formula grade for this group is greatly affected

by the;dresence of the resources of cooperating libraries an by -die

inclusion of microforms.' This suggests that these libraries depend

/

heavily on less traditional wa5, of meeting a patron's,informatit?nal
A

needs. The staff grades are little affected by a cut in acquisitions.

I

or by a decrease in student FTE, factors which were seemingly'degigned

to be reflected by the counting rules for both Formulas. These libraries

reported the most dissatisfaction with the exclusion of.non7print

0
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materials noting that large portions of their collections and staff.

were excluded from evaluation and thUs credit on the Standards.

Stratum 2. Comprehensive Universitied and Colleges II: Public.

As with Stratum 1, the loss'of neighboring libraries groups the

grades on Formula A closer to a central tendency. In this stratum this

Is evidenced by a decrease in the percentage score mean from 136.73 per-
,

cent to 73.23 percent and by a decrease in this percentage score's

standard deviation from 282.46 to 30.85. (Table 5.8): A loss of micro-

forms has the effect of redUcing the mean percentage score on Formula A

while continuing a wide variance. This suggests the acceptance of micrd-

forms by this group is not as universal as it is in Stratum 1. Loss of

both neighboring library support and microforms results in a very low

grade on Formula A for this grouping. Tlie staffing grades are affected

by a slight decrea;e in numbers of students while the decrease of

materials acquisition raises grades considerably. This impliei that

these.correotion factors are more effective for this grouping than they

were for Stratum 1.

Stratum 3, Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I: Private.

't`
On Formula A these schools are affected by the loss of neigh-

boss,, but not as'dramatically as in the previous two cases. The same

is true for the loss of microforms. Staffing, scores were raised by the

loss of student's, but the cut in the acquisitions rate has less effect
oi

on the staffing scores of these institutions than it has had on previous

,

- groups.

Stratum 4. Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II: Private.

Stratum 5. Liberal Arts Colleges I: Public.

Theie two groupings have too few cases, per strata to permit a

discussion of trends.

7.1
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Stratum 6. Liberal Arts Colleges II: Public.

On Formula A these schools are less affected by the support of

neighboringibrarieg_and the counting of microforms than were the

previous cases. Th4r staffing scores fluctuate greatly 4th small]

OP
enrollment changes and with decreases in acquisitions

- rates.

4 Stratum 7...Liberal Arts Colleges I: Private.

These older, well funded private institutions are little
('

affected by the loss of the support of neighboring libraries or by the

loss of microforms. While their staff scores tend to increase with a

small student full-time-equivalent decrease, they are little affected

by a massive cut in -the rate of acquisitions.

Stratum 8. Liberal Arts Colleges II: Private.

4

TheSe libraries, especially the higher scoring ones, are affected

on Formula' A by a loss of the support of neighboring libraries, but they

are little affected by a.lCss'of microforms. Their, staffing scores

have little relationship to student enrollment and acquisitions rates.

This might be accounted for in part by the fact that in this Stratum

both of these bases tend to be quite small.

In the summary picture, some portions of the Formulas seem 'tic

cause more change than other portions. Table 5.7 illustrates the point

that neighboring, libraries contribute highly to the grade on the Collections

Standard by moving 12 percent of the librar/las from "failure" to

.

While_cooperatiyeUse of resources is certainly within the best int

----- .

.----

of the patron, the "neighboring library!' section in Formula A ne s tQ

heMore tightly worded so as to include only collections or portions of

collections that support the primary missionsof the library that is

under evaluation. The wording of the Standards, "It is less important

72
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that a college bold legal title to a large quantity oi.library materials

than that it be able to supply them quickly--say within fifteen minutes--

as by contract with an adjacent institution.... tIt must take care to

insure that they3 are relevant," lends,credence to the basic hypothesis

of this paper.

Like neighbors, microforms contribute heavily to the probability

, of success of an individual library on the Standard on Collections. The

point, againis not that these materials are invalid in the college library

but, instead; that they, like all collection items, need to be evaluated

strictly in light of their appropriateness to the collectiOn. The main

difficulty of the Collection Standard is that while the Formula appears

to have an exact "scientific" basis, little is said about relevancy,

appropriateness, or qualitative measurement. Interestingly enough, the

survey has found ,that only 3.9 percent of the libraries responding to

,

the study reported the weeding of any microfilm during the last year

and fewer (2.3 percent) of the libraries reported the weeding of any

microform other than microfilm.

In the case of the Staff Standard a change injstudent enrollment

had, little effect on the grade of an individual library while,, as pre-

dicted, a drop in materials acquisition did raise the "success" proba-

bility of a library's staff grade (up 11.9 percent overall). It_appears

that in some cases a library that is over a score of A on Collectioni

could raise its staff score by decreasing its acquisitions rate. If

tbip were done by a. library that relied heavily upon neighbor libraries

to obtain its A collection grade, the library might even remain within
4

the five percent annual growth guideline since this growth is based only

upoh items owned by, the individual library. This situation characterizes

Z*

a number of institutions in Stratum 8.
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To summarize, the implicatiOns of these findings are that: 114,

_ 1) The most powerfUl portion of the Collection Standard is the

effect of neighboring lies; in these libraries the relevancy of

materials is difficult, if not impossible, to measure.

2) The second most powerful Collection sub-effect is microfilm;

a resource.that few libraries weed and one whose relevancy is difficult

to measure.

3) The Staff Standard for most strata is unresponsive to changes

in numbers of patrons; the Standards have not achieved needed correction

in this area. :

4) The connections between the Collections and Staff Standards

permit a library to improve artificially the score on Staff by cutting

down the size of Collections.

5) The findings substantiate the basic hypothesis of the study.

The 1975 Revised Standards tend to have a leveling effect on
academic libraries; that is, they bring some libraries, up to
the minimum, while potentially suppressing the,collection and
staff development activities of many libraries.

A cross-tabulation was run between the grades on Formula A'and

those for Formula B under all conditions (fie: for individual strata,

for the population as a whole, for the population as a whole re -coded

into success and failure), to determine whether or not there was any

significant correlation between the two Formulas. AlthoUgh it might

seem logical to voice such.comments as: "a library which scores high'

on collections will score high on staff" (a well supported library)

or: "A library which scores high on collection will score low on staffing"

.1
(they spend everything for books) or otheKsimilar comments, this study failed

tu tinlborrelations under any ielevant condlSions to substantiate any
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such relationships. An ex e of the typical type of cross-tabulation

test performed on re-coded, weighted total population data is reproduced

below as Table 5.9. One would expect, if the Formulas are a valid eval-

7

uation instrument, to find some type of correlation between these two

Formulas. The fact that none exists raises another question as to the

validity of the Standards' Formulas.

SUMMARY

Findings in this Chapter lend support to both the basic and

working hypotheses of this study. It appears from these findings that

the new, Standards will jeopardize legitimate staff and collection de-

velopment activities of the libraries they evaluate. This study finds

that the new Standards may hurt libraries and need to be rewritten.

While a quantitative measurement of library effectiveness is probably

possible, the new Standards will not provide such a measure. The next

Chapter, will detail specific conclusions about the Standards and recom-

mendations regarding. improvement of them.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION .

This paper describes the first extensive evaluation of the

Collections and Staff Formulas which are part of the new ACRL.Standards

for College Libraries. The findings of e study support-the following

conclusions and recommendations concerning pecific poitions of these

new Standards and they underline the two basis causes of the inadequacy

of the current Standards and their.Formulas; am guity and poor design.

. This Chapter recommends ways that these Standards"may be impro
6

CONCLUSIONS

Because of ambiguous wording the Standards are difficult to

apply. Because of incokplete.and paorly designed sub-elements and an

.ineffective grading system, the Formulas are not able to produce an

evaluation for one library that permits that library to be compared

correctly with other libraries. The-specific conclusions that follow

will point out the desig&errors and ambiguities in the Formulas that
4

cause these instruments to fail. The recoimendations. of the second

section of this Chapter will take. the position that some type of

quantitative evaluation and comparison of libraries is possible and

that the Standards' ormulas could be effective to the limits of an

input measurement d vice, if certain changes are made.

69
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1) Certain wording in the Standards is ambiguous and makes the

application of the Formulas difficult.

a) The proper employment of.the "volume equivalent" is not

discussed. Formula A describes the use of the volume equivalent as follows:
4

"For purposes of this gFormula'A3 calculation microform holdings should be

included by converting them to volume equivalents." Formula B, however,

mentions only "volumes" when discussing the proper size of collections

for staff size calculations. Thus, while it is not clear, the language

of the Formulas tends to support the use of "volume equivalents" for .

,FormultyA only. Logic, however, dictates the use of "volume equivalents"

o
in Formula B if it is to be used in Formula A. If a piece of microform is

\N

equal tg a part of a volume once it is in the collection, then it should

b \included in the acquisitions yate and should be considered for the

determination of the,number of stlf members available for the processing

and use .df,these resurces.. This study was run using the "volume equiva-

lent" method in both Formulas. If this is not what the Committee in-'

tended, then the reader shillid refer to the "no mtcroforMs" tables when

analyzing the outcomes of Formula B.

b),Certain portions of the Standards depend upon the number

of full-time-equivalent faculty, but no definition of "faculty" is pre-

sented. The proper method of counting "administrative faculty" such as

the college president or the college librarian is not described, thus
a

making the FTE faculty figure difficult to determine. The lack of

definition makes comparison among libraries subject to individual

interpretation and_ consequently comparipon4becomes suspect.

g) The ForMulast, letter grade system of evaluation is Meaning-,

less.! The description of the Standards as a determinant of the':
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"requisite resources services and facilities for a minimal library

program" leads to a problem in the interpretation of a grade. If the

basic concept is to design a Formula which, through the use of a

threshold score of 100 percent, will identify minimally adequate:lrraries

using a quantitative scoring system, then the interpretation of this

percent should be a division of success (100 percent or more) and failure

(less than 100 percent). Using the present gradOng apparatus of the

Committee, a score of A can be interprdted as representing a "minimally

adequateNibrary" but the scores of B, C, and D are meaninglesi and a

score of less thin D is not allowed for. In this study such a percentage

score was assigned the letter grade of E. \,

3) The Formulas' percentage scores are not distr buted as expected

and are of limited comparison alue. The range of percentage scores oncomparison

, \Formula A fOr,the sample is '6 petcent to 2,848 percent, while n Formula

13
Igi

the range is zero percent to 800 percent. This study has va idated

the fact that libraries score higher than the Committee evidently ext..

pected. The average percent scores of libraries in all strata exceeds

100 percent on the Collections Formula thus limiting the value of the

Formulals score as a description of the adequacy of library resources.

4) 'Me correction factors for library size, type of.patrons,
1

library goals, and the tomogeneous grouping of libraries, which°are

supposedly designed to make the library scores comparable, da.not

vfunction correctly. The existence of the great range and variation in

scores within and among strata and the failure the "correction factors"

to affect staff and. ollection scores equally in al strata 'further

illustrate the fact that.the Formulas are improperly designed.

so
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5) The neighboring library sub-elements skews the collection

evaluation without adequate relevancy safeguards. Every time the
9

collections of a neighboring library are reported, the collection score

automatically reaches a grade of A. The Formula commentary suggests

that only relevant items are to be included in the neighbor's
4,

count but

40
no mechanisms are included to make certain that the items in these

collections are related to the goals of the evaluated library.

6) The lack of a specific currency or relevancy test for items

in the collections permits libraries to artificially raise their
63

collections' scores by not removing out-dated materials from their

collections. Data\collected by the sample suggests that few items,

regardless of age or4usefulness, are removed from the collections.

By basing the Formulas entirely upon the gross size of the collection,

the Formulas penalize a library which weeds properly.

7) The lack of e inclusion of certain demands and resources
L

inhibits the Standards fr m an examination of total library. The

Standards do not give a complete accounting of the capabilities, and

V
needs of the evaluated library.

a) The exclusion of non-print materials has a deleterious

effect on libraries in certain groupings, especially Stratum 1.' This

is illustrated by the fact that a great part of the c011ctidns of
4

the e libraries is not counted nor va ated by theStandards and by

4--";rthe,fa t that many of the professial sta embers (for example;

\\
media specialists) are excluded by the Staff Standard. These, exclusions

e

serve to provide an incorrect picture of the resources, agcluisitions

rate, processing workloads, and'staff available IA these libraries.

.81
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b) The exclusion of 'certain classeg of valid library users,

such as alumni, colllege.staff. members, and community users, provides an

inaccurate ounting of the demands placed upon library. These

groups need to be inc uded if they contribute to the mission and/or

goals of the library as established by the institution whiki.t serves.

.0.

%.
RECOMMENDAT NS.

The conclusions to this work\gupported the tudy's basic

I

hypothesis whichstates:in effeFtthat the Standards as ritten will
NN,

help defeat library programs because they tend tolforce all libraries

to the same level of mediockity. This is well summed up by the Committee

*embers who state that minimum adequacy equals a grade of A! The rec-

omme ations which follow take the tack that some sort of quantitative

easure needs to be a part of the evaluation of a library if it is to be '

compared, to. other' libraries. It is recognized that a realistic q4ntita-

tive measurement ot'program outputs expressed in terms o

would be more effective.

a level of sophistication

that would be accepted by

Library research, however, has nod yet reached

to suppott the develop*ent of such a measure

the professionals of Ale discipline.

atron needs .

Recommendations for'sJIrt range corrections to the Standards

1) Remove the ambiguity from the wording of the Formulas so that

they may be applied'in a way that permits.comparison among libraries.

The '6atisi4tion of this requirement can'be met only with a pretest of

the Standards after all other suggested modifications have been made.

0 2) Change the letter grade system to one that recognizes succe

or failure. As long as the Standards' Foimulas are designed to describe

"minimum adequacy" all that is useful is a percent of the Standards' sco24

82
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and a division of this percentinto CuccesS (minimally adequate).and

failure (below minimal adequacy).

...... 3) Validate the percentage scale. A validation of the Formulas

74

l

requires an independent measure, of minim adequacy. AS in all previous
.t...., .,

.

uantitative Stakdards documents, the base figures chosen have nb supporting
. ? -

rationale. 'I'O'legitiftize these Standards the Committee shoUld choose a

a
representative sample of libraries in each stratum. It should measure

the.percent of minimal adequacy t4110h a qualitative analysis of the

sam41e libr4aries. he Committee should then apply the quan tative'

Standards to these libraries and adjust the base figures and formulas

Until the Standard's percent score roxilAtes the independent
No

qualitative measure. If this ogn be d e then librarians will have some

basis of knowing the extent of the validity of the Standards. If this

process cannot beaccomplished, it 'serves to point up the, questionable
40

4.

relatiOnship of quality and quantity.
,

lo ' 4) Add a quantified relevancy adjustment. The literatuees of

most fields have different but identifiablesiisefulllfe spans. The
0

Standards, as written, penalize the library which properly removes the
. . o f.

,f , nonrelevant material from its collection. The 1959 Standards recognized

that a collegel/ library collection which' approached 300,000' volumes had

011,reached its oOtimum.size. A more' useful,approach than an arbitrdry .

optimum size would be to apply a depreciation factor to the volume
1 4

equivalent collectiOn size based on the useful lifeof the materl.. .

In the first year ofsihe Standards' use the libratian would have to survey

his/her collection by subject to determine the percent of materials in

.

, .

-eachasciplfne. Next, the distribution of imprints by age within each
. .

,

subjeet would need to be determined. This information alone would be

,
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useful for the acquisitions dePartment and for the college's faculty.

By applying the various literatures' expected half-lives, the percent
0

of material in the collection that is relevant in the firs, year could

. 1
be determined. The remainder of the material represents noise" in the

system and should be removed. Using the relevant material as the base

co n the percent of the Standard's score could be determined as

' described by the Committee's Forpulas. In the second year the collection

4 b
would grow

.

not by the rrent oss additions rate but by that rate minus

,. . A

the number of vo es
f
thet becameobsolete in that year. With,a large ,_

. ,...s.
collection even a large gross additions rate mi ght result in a decrease 1,-

cIk
of relevant materials. As an information system whi9h has obsolete

material in it is less efficient to operate and use than one which

contains only relevant materials, a Collection score bonus could be

t4

given 'Toy the appropriate weeding of the collection. its system would

need to be more complex than the present system, the score determination

would require more effort upon the part of the librarian., and the new

system would require an independent verification of validity

under po 3 above.. This depreciation factor, however,

provide,a More accurate analysis of the potential usefulness of th

*Vr

disdussedi::

d begin tio.

collection and a better description of thelhecessary staff size. ch-

an adjustment wo-Zitrrequire more exact collection relevancy knowledge

and it would thus plade more importance on the library's ability to

purchase current materials., A relevancy adjustment for neighbor libraries
VI

collection with r414kancy based on needs of the evaluatig, library's patron

needs, would end the sew ing produced V this metSure of cooperative

arrangements in the current Formulas.

4

(
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Provide a measure for non-print volume equivalents and per-.

6

mit the inclusion of media specialists as Part of the professional staff,

The Ad Hoc Committee notes that volume equivalents cannot be .designed

for non-print items at 'this time. Until such~nOn-,Print items can be

incorporated into the collection meascure, the Formulas are useless.

The simpler part of this recommendation is to change, the definition of

professional staff so as to include media specialists who are on the
0

same educational and responsibility level as professional librarians.
50

6) Provide for the inclusion' within the Formulas for the valid
4ID

o patron groups of administrative faculty, college staff, alumni, and

community users if their demands tall within the library's basic mission.

Many resources in many libraries are collected for"and used solely by,

these groups. The service to,alumnt (especially in private colleges) ,

'and ta.community users (espedially in public colleges) forms a significant

portion of the library's service to its parent Institution, These de-

mands need to be incorporated into the Formulas just as students and

faculty have been.

Redommendations for further research

This study has shown that, the immediate need in Standards' ref-

search is for the'improvement of the new ACRL Standards. This improve-

men needs to include the development of a "ielevanc multiplier," a:

"v lume equivalent", for non-pritt materials, and. a mg fication and,

va dation or the i'ormulas' of the Standards based upon their correlation

with the findings oan independent qualitatir test of the evaluated

libr'aries. This work must be done before the Formulas can become an

accepted portion of any'new Standards.

8.i
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The longer range primary need is for.the development of quantity

based Formulas that are able to match actual and potential outputs of

libraries with the needs of the patrons of thoselibraries. Quantifica-

tion of inputs can be employed only asc& stop -gap measure of library

performance and potential. Until outpUt performance measurers can be

produced, no Standards, other than ones which portray potential for

minimum adequacy, are feasible. Minimum adequacy is a poor method of

measuring a Standard of excellence.

I

4'

The history of college library Standards suggysts an inevitable

/tension and vacillation between qualitative and quantitative measurement

devides. This 1975 set of Standards does not end,this question about

the correct measurement philosophy.° Theo lack of effective qualitative

,t
checks upon the quantified inputs permits a "basic collection" of the

new Standards to be composed entirely of microprinied U.S. Depository

Documdhts and the ultka-microfi oho' Library cif American Civilization,

all housed in a neighboring library. .Such a situation is ridiculous

but is entirely feasible under the new Standards.

The original hypothesis of this1study recognized the threat of

mediocrity'tliat is imposed upon academic libraries by.the new Standards.

The large nilmber of schbols 1'14 score in excess of 100 percents the

410

impact of'neighboring libraries and microforms, the lack of.credit bor

.

ht specialists and non-print materials, the wide variation in percent

scorn and letter'gradesA;and the lack of an effective,relevanOi standard

.all support this hypothesis. The.substantiation of the trends of the

stu working hypotheses and the rejection of.the lette grade

4
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distribution projected by the Committee supports the sear that the new

Standards will cause a movement toward mediocre libriries.

t is true tha new Standards are needed for College Libraries

but there first needs to be a more substantial measure of quality and a

determination of the measurement device validity before any new Standards

can positively affect-college library activities. The professionals of

the discipline must improve and correct these 1975 Standards before their

use will do anything but detract from college library activities.

45

.
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Appendix A (pages 82 through 91) isip reprint of material
that is available through the ERIC System as ED 104 368.
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FEB 12.1w

ACRL Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards for CAlegaibraries

Working Paper

POSSIBLE MODEL BASED ON THE CARNEGIt COMMISSION GROUPINGS

by

David L. Perkins

,' Mr..Pirie's woking paper, TYPOLOGY OF INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION,

describes several grouping schemes, of which the Carnegie Commission

scheme seems to consider the latiest number of factors in defining viable

groupings of institutions. The Commission uses type Of program, nuTber

of programs and size to differentiate the Liberal Atti groups from the

Comprehensive Universities and-College groups. Beldw the Corission's

four types of concern to us are listed with the criteria thit define them;'

the criteria bear repetition because of thei -r complexity.

COMPREHENSIVE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES I

a) Liberal arts program

b) Other programs

c) Masters, degrees usually offered

d) Limited doctoral programs if any

e) two or more pro ssional or occupational programs-
,

f) more than 2,000 trollment (1970)

CTPREHENSth U VERSITIES AND COLLEGES, I

a) Liberal arts program .

..)) one or more professional or occipational prdgrams

c). If. private had more than 1,500 enrolled 6970/ /

-d) If had more than, 1,000 enrolled (11/0)--li

/ GI

94
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U. S. Office of Education Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities;

Data for Individual Institutions yields a mean volume count of 169,000 -for

the Liberal Arts I libraries and 66,000 for the Liberal ArtsILgroup.

However, no statistically significant difference in libt4ary size r a

found between the Comprehensive Univerities and Colleges I and II groups.

Since.ComprehensiveUniversities and Colleges I and II have such a wide

spread of student en rollment (from a low of 1,000 students to a high of

over 33,000), it was possible to develop Sub-groupings based on student

enrollment within the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I and II

classes that do show statistically significant differences in library size;

these categories are shown in Table I.

Table I shoWs a clear relationshiNbetween enrollment and library 'size in

volumes ft* the sub-categories of Comprehensive Urfiyersities and Colleges

1.°

ntrII. As student enrollment increases within these classes so does,

library size in volumes. The differences between the sub-categories based

on enrollment are statistically significant at the .001 confidence level.

The standard deviations displayed for the ten groups in Table I show

the dispersion of library sizes in volumes around the means of the

various groups. The groups showipg the largest standard deviations a/e

the.Liberal Arts I and the Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I

groups with more than 20,001 enrollment. This result is not surprising

considering the goat emphasis of the tiberal Arts I institutions and the

large size range (20,001 to 33,632) for the 206,001 plus Comprehensive

Univerities and College I class. Also clearly demonstrated is the

difference in library resources between the Liberal Arts I and II classes.

The goals.of.the Liberal Arts I flleges emphasize selectivity in accepting

-
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applicants end good performance of their gradua;es in graduate sthools 1 ,

. .

and this is reflected by relatively strong'14ra4 resources. A comparison

of tftb Liberai'Arts,I list with the Cass and Birnbaum selectivity list
ti

shows 87% bf the Liberal Arts I Colleges appeared on...thg, Cass and Birnbaum

list, independently confirming the selectivity of the Liberal 'Arts I'colfeges.

W
1.
1=4
E0

TABLE I

TENTATIVE GROUPINGS OF COMPREHENSIVE UNIVE13SITIE$ AND COLLEGES I & II

BASED ON ENROLLMENT; AEAN'LIBRAgY SIZE AND STANDARD ZEVIATION IN VOLUMES

FOR COMPREHENSIn UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES AND FOR LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES:

-, MEAN LIBRARY SIZE
ENR6LLMENT.

;
IN VOLUMES '/1 STANDARD DEVIATION

. .

20,001+ ..

1 15,001,20,000

i 10,001-15,000
. ..

. . ,

/ 5,501-10,000 -

1 2i001-5,600 ,

.

II . 1;001+
, .

II '5,501-10;006 '' :.,

II 1,0061:L 5.,500,' '..

.

"H172.000* ,,

334,000."
, .

. 774000, -

.U00'
'

138,000

19,5,00a.

' 32.000

104,000

268;000'

73,000

'93,000

89;000
-

791000

48,000

52,000

58,000
.

enrollment,rangei from
1 , 101 to 9f772' %' ..,

mear,273' '''

enroilment-ranges from
II ..- ,53 to,6,730"

me'an7872
' I ,

169,0
,

.

66,000

, .

1104,000**

35,000**

/

.

* The data shown Ore were deriyed from the 1971 edition of the U.S. 0 fice
of Education's Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities; ttutionaL -

** These standard deviations are based on data derived frOm'the 1969 edit4n:
.of the work cited above. They may be slightly low due to the/increase in
mean library size in volumes evidenced by the two groups from 1969 to'1971.
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to consider an inclusion of microform materials in any count of library

5

MICROFORM MATERIALS ,

ML

The 1959 ALA Standards for College Libraries did not allow for inclusion

of microform materials in assessing college library adequacy. The increased

use and availability of these materials during,the past decade forces us

"Volumes". A recent standards coMpilation; (New York'State. The State

Education Department. Report of the Advisory Committee on Planning for

the Academic Libraries of New York State, 1973, "Guidelines for Assessing

the Adequacy of Academic Libraries in New York State," pp. 17-31) counted

microform as "volumes" in the following manner:

"Vol4me" rather than "title" is recommended as the baiic

counting "unit of librdry resources ", inasmuch aslitirarY

statiSticalacceents are usua ept in terms of "volumes".

One "unit of library resourc

a. Oh vplum hysica u it of any printed,

typewritten handwritten, mimpographed,or processed

wopk containing ,n one binding or ,portfolio, hardbound

or paperbound, which has been cataloged, classified,

Ind/or made ready for use.

b. One reel ofmicrofilm

c. Eight microcards '

d. )Eight sheets of microfiche'

e. Four sheets of microprint
e

f. One-seventh sheet.of ultrafiche

This approach_ allows the -inclusion of microform material in a library's

"volume" count. Its nuMerousicategl Wies are perhatoo speciflc.for the

purpose of drawing national standards, and ate not consistent withthe

ti
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U. S. Office of EducatiK.statistiy, which counts reels of microform

but lumps all other microtext materials together. (U.S., Office of

Education Lifbrary Statistics of Colleges and Universiti : Data for

Individual IhstiLtions, 1971). One way of counting mi roforms is outlined

below:

"Volume" rather than "title" is recommendgd as thel

basic counting "unit of library resources", inasmuch as

library statistical accounts are usually kept in terms of

"volumes". One "unit of library resources" is:

a. One volume: A physical unit of any printed,

typewritten, handwritten, mimeographed, or

processed work containing in one binding or

portfolio, hardbound or paperbound, which

has been cataloged, classified, and/or made

ready for use.

). One reel of microfilm

c. All other microtext material.

(five pieces equal one volume)

Counting microform in a manner consistent with the U.S. Office of

Education statistics allows use of their figures to determine means

for classeg including microform materials. The division by five for

microcards, microfiche, microprint, and ultrafiche is a compromise

- figure designed to approximate the volume values for a colleCtion that

holds some of each type of microform.

CV-1
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Box 551"
Sturbridge, Mastachusetts 01566

?larch 7,.1975

bear Colleague:

I am interested In determining how the newly proposed ACRL
Standards for College Libraries will rate your staff and"your collections.
I feel that the development of the rating formulas in the Standards may '

have been based on out-ogrdate or inadequate statistical information. I

need- your help in gathering a few facts about your library. If you have

not had a chance to see the draft Standards, they are reported in the
December, 1974, issue of CRL News.

To show my appreciation for your assistance in this project, I will

analyze your data and provide you with a tabulation showing your:library's

rating according to the Standards and your library's rank when it,is

compared to a national sample of schools similar to yours. I hope'-that

this will give you immeaiate useful budget planning information. From

the figures which you help me collect I will attempt to accurately predict

how the new Standards, if accepted, might affect our long range efforts
in gaining or maintaining adequate and legitimate staff and collection

development budgets. .

I have no connection with the Standards Committee. This project will

benefit my institution and will be submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the,Doctor of Arts degree*of the School of Library Science,

Simmons College.

I appreciatii the giving of your time to complete the questionnaire.

.
As the survey is based on a national random sample, only a highiate of

return will permit me to make sound projections. If you have only estimated

figures, the information will still be useful to me although I would like

to know which of the figures are estimates.

I hope that you will be able to return this questionnaire in the
addressed, postage paid envelope provided before April 2, 1975.

Sincerely,

t?7u.tri.01)
Scott Bruntjen
Head, Refekence Department
Shippensburg (PA) State College
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Box 551,

,tturbridge, MA 01566
April 7, 1975

Dear Librarian:

About a month ago I asked you to help me gLther some.basic

descriptive information about your library so that I could project
the potential impact of the newly, proposed ACRL Standards for College
Libraries. If our letters have crossed in the mail, T thank you for
your cooperation. The report that I promised yo4u will be mailed to you
as soon is it has been prepared.

While I still need your input, I do realize that for many of us
this time of year is filled with budget and staffing activities. If you
do not have time to work with the entire questionnaire, I will appreciated
your concentration on items 3 through V. The U.S. Office of Education
has offered to supply statistical data for 1971 and 1973 so that I may
attempt to approximate answers about your library for the first nine
questions.

I have enclosed 'a duplicate copy'of the questionnaire. I hope
thatyou will be able to return it before April 25, 1975, in the postage
paid, addressed envelope I provided earlier.

Sincerely,

Chit C6t
Scott Bruntjen
Head, Reference Department
Shippensburg (PA) State College
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ACRL STANDARDS PROJECTION STUDY

Please place your responses on the appropriate blanks on this

< sheet. Consider ONLY TOTALS for your own institution.
(Note: Non-print collections ,are not evaluated by the Standards.)

COLLECTIONS :<

A. Number of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals in your collections: A

B. Number of microfilm REELS:

4Z. Number of physical PIECES of microform other than microfilm:

VOLUMES ADDED IN THE LAST YEAR (Please use your own'reporting year):

D. Number of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals added last year:

E. Number of microfilm REELS added:

F. Number of physical PIECES of microform other than microfilm added:

VOLUMES WITHDRAWEN LAST YEAR:

G. Number of BOUND volumes including BOUND periodicals withdrawen last year:

H. Number of microfilm REELS withdraweni

I. Number of physical PIECES of microform other than microfilm withdrawen:

USERS:

J. Total number of faculty members in full time equivalents (FTE):

X. Total number of undergraduate students in FTE: K.

L. Total number of graduate Students in FTE:

M. Total number of undergraduate major and minor fields offered: "

104

L.

N. Total number of Master fields when no higher degree is offered in the field: N

O. Total number of Sixth year Specialists degree fields offered:

P. Total number of Doctoral degree fields offered:

STAFF:

0

P

Q. Number of librarians on the staff in FTE using the Standards' definition of "librarian" as

one who possesses "a graduate library degree from an ALA accredited program:" Q
.0

R. Number of "librarians" in FTE using your own local definition of "librarian" if different

from that of the definition of the Standards.

S. Number of Ftesupport staff (Do not include librariand or student assisZants):S

T. Number of student assistants in FTE:

SUPPORT: -

U. Percent of the institution budget spent on library programs excluding capital

overhead costs:

OTHER LIBRARIES:

V. If there are any libraries with which you have a formal cooperative arrangement and from
which a user of your library may obtain materials in a short time (15 minutes or less)

write the -name(s) Of it (them) here:

Please make any comments on any part of the Standards on the reverse and return this

page to:
'SCOTT BRUNTJEN
BOX 551
Sturbridge, Massachusetts 01566

11)2'

Library Number:

z



a ea

r

4s

4a.

":".*

Irg



Appendix D

DETERMINATION OF SAMPLE CONFIDENCE LEVELS

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3; Enrollment
of10,001 to 15,000.

population mean = 277,000
sample mean = 323,556
population standard deviation = 93,000
sample standard deviation.= 72,613
sample size = 9

for mean T = 1.923

-

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 8 degrees
of freedom = plus or minus 2.366.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean)

For variance X
2

= 4.88

test statistic for.05 level, of significance; two tailed test, 8 degrees
of freedom = reject Ho if larger thp or equal to 17.53 or smaller than
or equal to 2.18.

.,Do not reflect null,hypothesis.(ie: variance of population = variance of

sample).

Comprehesive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3; Enrollment
of :6001 to 10,000.

population mean = 220,000
sample mean = 226,142'
population standard deviation = 89,060
senile standard deviation =_87,013
sample- size = 21

for mean Z = .316

test statistic for .0.6 level of significance; two tailed test, sample
size of 21 = plus or minus 1.96.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean)

For variance X
2=

19.12

' test statistic for.05 leyel of significance; two tailed test, 20 degrees
ofreedom = reject Ho 1f-larger than or equal to 34.17 or.smaller than
or equal to 9.59.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance)

106
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Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata 1 and 3;_Enrollment

of 2,001 to 5,500.

pOpulation mean = 138,000
sample mean = 148,940
population standard deviation = 79,000
sample standard deviation = 64,658
sample size = 50

for mean Z = .979

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, sample
size of 50 = plus or minus 1.96.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = population mean)

For variance X
2
= 32.82

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 49 degrees
of freedom = reject Ho if larger than or equal to 71.42 or smaller than.

orequal.to 32.36.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance)

0

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges; Strata.6 and 8; Enrollment

of 1,000 to 5,500.

population mean = 104,000
sample mean = 94,161
population standard deviation = 58,000
sample standard deviation = 56,733_
Sample size = 31

for mean Z = -.945

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test-, sample
size of 31 = plus or minus 1.96.

Do not reject null hypothesis.(iei sample mean = population mean)

- For variance X
2
= 28.70

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 30 degrees
of freedom = reject HQ if larger than or equal to 46.98 or smaller than

or equal to 16.79.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie:, sample variance = population variance)

Liberal Arts Colleges I; Strata 5 and 7,

population mean = 169,000
sample mean =: 152,242

1.06 A
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population, tandard detriation = 104,000
sample standard deviation = 93,094
sample size = 33

test statistic for .05 level of significance; tiro tailed test, sample
size of 33 = plus or minus 1.96.

Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample can = population mean)

Fqr variance X
2

= 25.60

test statistic for .05 level of significance two tailed test, 32 degrees

of freedom = reject H if larger than or equa to 59.34 or smaller than

or equal to 24.43. °

Do not reject null.hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance)

:i , Liberal Arts Colleges II; Strata 6 and 8.

population mean = 66,000
sample mean = 67,010
population standard deviation =.35,000
sample standard deviation = 30,509
sample size = 101

testptatistic fox .05 level of significanceCtwo tailed test, sample
size of 101 = plus or minus 1.96.

'Do not reject null hypothesis (ie: sample mean = bopulation mean)

For, variance X
2
= 75.98

test statistic for .05 level of significance; two tailed test, 100 degrees
of freedom = reject Ho if larger than or equal to 129.56 or smaller than

or equal to 74.22.

Do iot reject null hypothesis (ie: sample variance = population variance)
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Appendix E

_

COMPUTER PROGRAM USED TO SCORE QUESTIONNAIRES

4

This program, which was developed to score and grade the ques-

tionnaires, was written with the assistance of Dr. William Gould of the

Shippensburg State College.Computer Center. The program c9mputes the

numbers of staff members and volumes that a library should have according

to the Standards' Formulas. Next, it compares these figures to the numbers

actually reported. The comparisons are expressed as percentages of the

required figures. TM program stores these figures and develops.a mean

and standard deviation of the percentage score by stratum for each For-

mule. The program then compares the individual percentage figures with,

the percent requirements for each of the five letter grades and assign's

the proper grade for each Formula for each library.

The program prihts'a summary table of the numbers of each letter

`grade by stratum with the accompanying percentage score's mean and stan-

darddeviation. After tAks summary table, each school is sorted by

Strata and identification number. Individual letter grades and percent
A

figures for each Formula are then printed for each library.

In order to permit the analysis of sub-elements in each of t

. Formulas as ,described in Section Three of Chapter Five, the program was

written so that simple modifications could be made to the computational

portions of the program. A copy'of the program is reproduced on the."

following pages.

s ,
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